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LONDON, JUNE 238, 1866. 
—_——_>_-—- 

THE JAMAICA COMMISSION have reported, We pro- 
hereafter to notice their report at greater length; 
but at present we only desire to call attention to the fact 
that the Commissioners not merely find that there was 
no sufficient evidence against Gordon (the only point on 
which we expressed any opinion), but that, on the as- 
sumption that he must have been cognizant of any wide- 
spread conspiracy, the case against him “negatived the 

existence of such conspiracy.” 








The LORD CHANCELLOR seems to havea design for 
lowering the dignity of the Master of the Rolls, which 
we fancy the latter noble lord, however he may give him 
credit for good intentions, will scarcely thank him 
for. On Tuesday night, the 19th, Lord Cranworth 
brought in “A Bill to amend the Administration of 
Justice in the Court of Chancery.” In introducing which 
he is reported to have said ‘“ At present, while the Master 
of the Rolls is an equity judge, and next in rank to the 
Lord Chancellor, an appeal lies from his judgment to the 
Lords Justices.” His Lordship proposes that when a 
vacancy shall occur among the Lords Justices the Master 
of the Rolls shall become a Lord Justice, and that a new 
Vice-Chancellor be appointed in his place. In saying this 
the Lord Chancellor implied, as the fact is, that the Lords 
Justices rank after the Master uf the Rolls, and he pro- 
poses to reduce the rank of the latter to the level of the 
former, in other words, to postpone him to the Chief 
Justice of the Common Pleas and the Lord Chief Baron, 
of both of whom he now takes precedence. The natural 
course would have been to place the Lords Justices in the 
position they were originally intended to occupy, namely, 
next to the Lord Chancellor. We hope to return to this 
subject. 


PUBLIC ATTENTION has been lately much occupied 
with various schemes for the amendment of our criminal 
law, in which, however, by some strange oversight, a 
point of far more practical importance to the community 
than many—we had almost said any—of those so hotly 
contested has been altogether overlooked. Long ago, 
Jeremy Bentham called attention to the extreme in- 
justice of the rule which, under the pretence of uphold- 
ing the dignity of the Crown, left the administrators of 
public justice at liberty to proceed against any subject, 
and inflict upon him the serious, and often ruinous, ex- 
penditure of defending himself against any and every 
charge they might choose to bring against him with the 
utmost practical impunity. About eleven years ago this 
injustice was partially redressed; by the 18 & 19 Vict. c. 
90, it was provided that in certain cases therein specified, 
chiefly actions and suits on questions of revenue, the 
Crown or its officer should be liable to pay or receive 
costs like any other litigant; but this left an important 
branch of the evil still untouched. 

There is no part of the administration of the law of 


the prosecution of persons accused of crime; and yet, as 
the law now stands, there is no part of our practice so 
one-sided and oppressive. The costs of the prosecution are 
paid out of the public funds, and properly so, though by 
sorre strange anomaly these costs come, not from the gen- 
eral funds of the Crown, the nominal prosecutor, but from 
the county rate; as if the particular county where a crime 
is commiited does rot suffer enough by the fact of being 
made the theatre of crime. without having, besides, to 
pay ior the vindicatioa of the law in that behalf. But 
the public, though thus sunporting the prosecutor in his 
endeavour to convict and punish the criminal, give no 
assistance to the innocert victim of malice or mistake 
whom thev have assisted in injuring; and hence it hap- 
pens thet though the man wrongfully assessed to twenty 
shillings of income-tax can defend himself at the ulti- 
mate expense of the Consolic. ted Fund, the man against 
whom tle moi fearful charges, affecting, it may be, his 
very life. are wrongfully brought. has no remedy for the 
frigh .ful expenses to which he may be exposed, unless 
there be in the case such ev’ ience of gross, open, malice 
on the part of those who set the law in motion as to 
justify an action for malicious prosecution. How griev- 
ously an innocent man may be injured by a false charge, 
which yet has. or appears i> b..ve, been preferred with 
perfect bona fides, more than one modern public trial 
conclusively shows. Several remedies have been proposed, 
of which the simplest, though not, we think, the most 
satisfactory, has been suggested by t'1e remarkable expres- 
sion of the judge in discharging Denton the other day 
after his acquittal of the Cannon-street mv -der— 

The remedy for this grievance is perfectly simple, and 
might be guarded against abuse with absolute certainty. 
Provide that whenever a person is acquitted it shall be 
lawful for the judge or Court to give him the full costs of 
his defence if such judge or Court is satisfied that the 
person so acquitted has been shown by the proceedings to 
be ‘‘innocent” of the crime with which he was charged. Not 
guilty may, and often does, mean not proven, but inno- 
cence is another matter, and where innocenceappears, the 
least that the public can do is to pay for its mistake. 
Such a provision would be an immense boon to persons 
passin of accused, as attorneys would always be found to 
defend them where there was a chance of proving their 
innocence, and as the discretion of declaring an acquitted 
man to be innocent would rest with the Court there would 
be little chance of imposition. 

In our opinion, however, this is not enough: as the 
public pay, and properly pay, the expenses of every prose- 
cution (for the action of the county justices, in occasion- 
ally refusing such expenses, has, we believe, fallen into 
deserved disuse; it was always uncertain, and, expertis 
credite, generally oppressive); so the public ought, in our 
opinion, to pay the legitimate expenses of every defence. 
Where the prisoner is acquitted it is his right to be in- 
demnified by the country which has arraigned him upon 
what must be taken to be a false charge; and where he 
is convicted he ought, nevertheless, to havehad a fair trial 
secured him, which cannot be the case if he be left un- 
assisted to contend against the whole weight of the 
public purse. It would be proper, of course, to enact 
that in case of conviction for any offence (whether 
technically a felony or not) the goods, &c., of the 
prisoner should be forfeited to the extent necessary to 
repay the cost, not only of his defence, but also of the 
prosecution, and this would, we think, be sufficient pro- 
tection to the public. All who could pay (and ought to 
pay) would thus be compelled to do so; while for those 
who cannot, or ought not, it is the duty of the country to 
provide. 





AN ATTEMPT made last week to create alarm in the 
minds of those who have been married after banns pub- 
lished in the ordinary way has succeeded so far that 
numerous letters on the subject have appeared in the 
daily press. The first note was struck by a paragraph 
which appeared in most of the daily papers to the effect 





more vital importance to the public, or which calls more 
imperatively for the direct intervention of the State, than 





that the Venerable Thomas Thorp, Archdeacon of Bristol, 
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in his charge made on the occasion of his visitation at 
Bristol, had declared that to publish the banns of mar- 
riage after the second lesson, as isdone in many instances 
at present, is illegal, and every marriage that took place 
after banns so published is void, and every clergyman 
who has.so published them is liable to fourteen years 
transportation. He said the proper time at which the 
banns should be published was just before the offertory 
sentences were read. He had no doubt, however, that 
an Act would be passed to indemnify all clergymen who 
had erred in this respect, and to recognize the validity 
of the marriages which had been solemnised after banns 
so published. This was unpleasant news for the children 
of.such marriages, for if the marriage were void the 
two contracting parties might find it for their mutual 
convenience to separate. The consolation given by Mr. 
Archdeacon Thorpe that an Act may be passed to in, 


demnify clergymen who have erred in this respect, | 


is perhaps a comfort to those gentlemen ; but to ask the 


has been the subject of gossip, or even of scandal, through. 
out the parish. ‘ 

For a further «discussion of the law on’ this matter allow ny 
to refer your readers to Mr. Stephén's excellent edition of the 
Book of Common Prayer printed from the Sealed Books for 
the Ecclesiastical Society. roBat : 

If “a country parson ” by this statemént means to deny 
the authority of Parliament to alter the Rubric, an inteljj. 
gible issue is arrived at; but if that be not his meaning, 
there is no occasion todo more than cite for the benefit of 
our readers the Act of Geo. 4 before referred to. A refer. 
ence to the 85th chapter of 6 & 7 Will. 4 will show thog 
who’ understand how to read an Act of Parliament, that 
it refers to the solemnisation of marriage as ‘apart from 
the publication of banns, in liea of which publication it 
permits the ‘registrar’s certificate to be used, and does 
not in any way interfere with the 2nd section of 4 Geo, 
4, c. 76, of which “A Country Parson’’ ignores the exist. 
ence. The alteration made as alleged by the printers of 





Legislature is to recognise the validity of marriages which | the two universities is so made as strictly to aecord with 
are yoid (not voidable) and have been void ab initio and | the provisions of the Act, and we need scarcely point out 


to legitimise children not born in wedlock would be 
something new. Suppose the parties to refuse to have 
the validity of their marriage recognised, will the Legis- 
lature indemnify the erring clergymen in these cases ? 
As marriages after banns comprise the majority of 
marriages which take place in this country it may be in- 
teresting to our readers if we call our attention to the 
Act 4 Geo. 4, ¢. 76, which we believe to he unrepealed, 
and to be the law regulating the time for the publication 
of the banns. The second section of this statute enacts 
that the banns of matrimony shall be published in an 
audible manner in the church of the parish wherein the 
persons to be married dwell, according to the form of 
words prescribed by the Rubric prefixed to the office of 
matrimony in the book of common prayer upon three 
Sundays preceding the solemnization of marriage, 
during the time of morning service, immediately 
after the second lesson. If there be no service in 


the morning they are to be published “ during | 
the evening service immediately after the second lesson. ' 


This section professes to alter the Rubric relating to 
the publication of banns, and without doubt Mr. 
Archdeacon Thorpe has altogether overlooked the fact 
that the Act of Parliament overrides the Rubric. 

“A Country Parson,” whose knowlege of the facts he 
advances seems to require improvement, writes to the 
Times, referring his readers to the Act 6 & 7 Will. 4,c¢. 
85, in the following terms:— i 


By the statute 6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 85, it is enacted that after 
the Ist of March, 1837, all the rules prescribed in the Rubric 
shal] continue to be duly observed by every person in Holy 
Orders of the Church of England who shall solemnize any 
marriage in England, the right of the Archbishop or Canter- 


bury or other persons having authority to grant licences to | 


marry at any convenient time and place being reserved. 

The Rubric orders that the banns of marriag3 shall be 
published after the Nicene Creed (see the Communion Service 
in any authorised edition of the Prayer Book earlier than 
1847). The Rubric has never been altered by any authority 
whatever. There has been, it is trne, an dactations made, 
bntitstandssolely on the goodwill and pleasure of the printers 
of the universities of Oxford and Cambridge, who have left 
aut of the Rubric after the Nicene Creed che words ‘‘and the 
Lanne of marriage published,” and have altered the Rubric 
af the Marriage Service to suit their own fancy, 

In the Rabric before the Mesriogs Service the banns are 
ordered to be published ‘‘ during the time of Morning Ser- 
vice.” What that means is defined by the Rubric after the 
Nicene Creed—namely, between the Nicene Creed and the 
Offertory Sentences. The banns are to be published im- 
wediately after the Second Lesson only at Evening Service, 
wud then only when there is no Morning Service. 

Must of the clergy must have been struck by the great un- 


| the improbability that they would conspire to make such 
an ‘alteration, or could, without intercommunication, for- 
tuitously make the same alteration in the Book of ‘Com. 
mon Prayer, and that without authority. 





AN INDEPENDENT MEMBER has, at length, taken up 
the subject of dogs, and brought in a bill to make every 
| owner of a dog liable for injury done by it to the person 
| or property of any one; if the damuges are not above 
' five pounds they may be recovered by summary proceed- 
_ ings before a magistrate. Unless the. occupier: of 
| premises, where a dog is permitted to live or remain, 

proves that the dog was there without his sanction or 
knowledge, he will be deemed the owner of the dog. 
Cases of biting by rabid dogs have been so frequent of 
late that the Chancellor of the Exehequer has experiencéd 
sufficient pressure to make him propose an alteration in 
the dog tax, calculated to prevent the promiscuous keep- 
ing of all sorts of useless curs. As the law at present 
stands, no one can be made liable for damage done by his 


dog, either to person or property, unless he know the 
| dog to possess vicious habits of a nature leading him to 
attack persons or to damage property, or it would be 
| more correct to say that this was the state of the law 





suitableness of introducing so purely secular matter as the 
Lanns of marriage into the middle of so solem a service ag | 
that of our Morning Prayer. Nothigg but great necessity | 
onglt to be held as a justification of such a step, especially | 
siuce it not unfrequently happens that the intended marriage - 





+ 


until last session of Parliament, when a bill was passed to 
make the owners of dogs liable for injuries done to cattle or 
sheep, and rendering it unnecessary toshow a previous mit- 
chieyous propensity inthe dog. This Act, however, does not 
apply to injuries done to mankind; and Sir-C, O’Loghlen 
no doubt estimates human lifeas at least equally valuable 
with that of sheep and cattle. The present bill appears 
in fact to be a supplement to the Act of last session, and, 
considering, the very alarming nature of the reports we 
have from the metropolitan hospitals as to the number of 
cases of death from hydrophobia itis propable that the 
bill will pass. It may, however, be questioned whether 
it is expedient to go.so far as thisbill inits present shape 
extends. When railway companies and others ate’ made 
liable under Lord Campbell’s Act for personal injury caused 
by neglectful or careless conauct, it is not difficult to com- 
prehend that the law addregses every one with am injune- 
tion to carry on business with care and caution or 
take the consequences: sic utere tuo ut alienum non 
ladas, Now a dog being an animal of a naturally fierce 
nature, his fierceness may break ont at any moment 
notwithstanding the control a training in domestic 
habits gives his master over him, The effect of Sir C. 
O'Loghlen’s bill is to make the owner of such a dog 
liable for the acts of his dog consequent on any 
such outbreak, It may be answered that no one 
should keep a dog unless constantly chained up, or, if 
away from home, led by a string; but the absurdity of 
such a suggestion is apparent on the face of it, Besides, 


t must be remembered that many poor men, such as 
drovers, depend on the assistance of their dogs to obtain 
shehicg 7 A drover could not keep his dog in a leasb. 
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Ynder Lord Campbell’s Act a man may be. made liable 
for the acts of his servant. done.in the course, of his 
service; but if the servant—say the driver of a van— 
ghould suddenly become mad and drive over and kill the 
foot-passengers, the master wonld. not be liable. To 
make the owner of a dog liable is. very like making the 
dog the master’s agent to commit. a; wrong... Lt, is ‘not 
+he intention of the Legislature to prevent the rearing of 
dogs in this country, bnt such an Act as that proposed, if 
: , must ultimately have that effect. : By all means 
destroy all ownerlessdogs, but, unless itis desired to put a 
-stop altogether to the breeding of this species of animal, 
here should be some limit;,to the amount of damages 
for which owners. may .be,made liable, , We also think 
that an exception should be.made of the.cases where the 
person bitten was at the time committing a trespass on 
the land of the owner of the dog, 





LONGWORTH %. “SATURDAY REVIEW.” 

Ia a lengthy and somewhat rambling article, the 
Saturday Review lately called attention to the rule of the 
Scotch law, by the operation of which it was made a de- 
fendatit in the above action; and, notwithstanding the 
verdict in its favour, complaining that its interests 
should have been imperilled by the chance of a different 
conclusion .by means of the peculiar Scotch . process 
for founding jurisdiction, on which Miss Longworth's 
aetion was based. We have in this Journal already treated 
ofthis subject,*. and our reaiers will remember that our 
sympathies throughout were with the defendants. We 
«annot, however, concur in any wholesale condemnation 
of the rule in question, or even in the Saturday Review's 
ensure of it, as'an “arbitary ” one which has “no busi- 
ness at ali” in*the Scotch law; on the contrary, we 
approve it as convenient and useful in many cases where 
there would ‘be no other means of recovery. But for 
such a just purpose the nicest and most discriminating 
judgment in ‘the application of the rule is requisite. 

Take, for example, the Scotch case referred to by the 
Saturday Review itself, and formerly remarked on by us 
(North-Western Railay v. Lindsay, 3 Maq, 99), where 
the judgment of the Court of Session maintaining and 
applying the jurisdiction was affirmed by the House of 
Lords, and very properly and justly affirmed. Our readers 
will. recollect our ‘account’ of this case, and therefore 
that it. was very different: from that of Miss Longworth. 
Lindsay was a resident Scottish tradesman; his contract 
with the company was an express contract to bring 
goods into Scotland, and the arrestment he used; and 
his consequent action, were obviously his direct and 
convenient remedy. He surely would have had a right 
to.complain if, where there was property of the com- 
panies under. control of the Scotch law, he had been 
obliged to follow his wrong-doers to their English forum 
in order to obtain’ satisfaction. rll 

Take again the case of an undisciplined Englishman, 
who, finding himself sayin Edinburgh, and after incurring 
large debts and otherwise offending the Scottish law, makes 
his escape from the territory of his misconduct, leaving 
behind him some little property,—is the Scottish law in 
such a case not entitled to say “We attach this property, 
and you shall not have it until you give us such satisfaction 
#3 We require according to our own laws and customs; and 
We arenot, in addition to the wrong we have suffered at your 
hands, to be compelled to submit to the trouble and ex- 
pense of finding our remedy in the English Courts, if, 
happily, the laws and ocastoms of these English Courts 
will give it us?’ Another very apposite illustration is 
given by Lord Deas, In his judgment on the case his 
Lordship observed Take the case that, instead of 


slandering this lady, as she says they did, tha slander had. 


been directed against a Scotch merchant carrying on a 
Jarge business in Edinburgh or Glasgow; the nature of it 
had been to injure:‘him in his mercantile character and 
in his: feelings; could. it be maintained for a moment 


that if he brought.an action against the publisher who 

_resided.,in, London, and who was in a position which 
could subject.him,to the jurisdiction: of the Courts in 
this country, the Scotch, merchant was to be compelled 
to, go tothe.courts of England, about the laws and pro- 
ceedings of which he knew nothing, or to drop his 
action 2’), He thought that was out of the question alto- 
_ gether, 

Many other cases might be supposed, and no doubt 
have occurred, showing. the essential justice of ‘this 
Scottish process of arrestment. Nor is the principle’so 
“arbitrary.” as the Saturday Review suggests. We put out 
of view the illustrations of the tooth-piek and umbrella, 
leaving; these to be disposed of accurding to the maxim 
de minimis non ecurat lex.) But. suppose there is some- 
thing substantial.and tangible in the way of property, is it 
unreasonable for the Scotch Courts to attaeh. this 
property, to detain it, not for the purpose: of any violent 
or. arbitrary. appropriation of it, but that the person who 
claims #t may come within the jurisdiction, and by himself, 
or by his counsel, make,good and true answer, if any he 
has, for his acts and deeds. within, that jurisdiction? We 
say nothing as, to the proper guantum of damages where 
the action suffered to go by default, but where the de- 
fender appears aud defends he cannot be heard to com- 
plain that the Courts of .a civilized country are not capa- 
ble of doing complete justice to his case. 

But here, in this case of Longworth v. Saturday Revier, 
the conditions are altogether different. As we remarked, in 
a former article on this subject,“ Miss Longworth was 
domiciled in, England when. the article complained of 
first saw the light—the latter was not written specially for 
the. edification of the Scotch, but.for.the perusal of the 
whole world—and Miss Longworth’s direct and true 
remedy was against the proprietors of the Saturday 
Review and, their property in. London... To seek that 
remedy partially and circuitously in Scotland appears to 
betraya vindictive feeling, rather than a conscious sense 
of wrong. , It- might have been otherwise if the publica- 
tion of. the alleged libel had been either.solely made in 
Scotland or chiefly there ;. but to maintain the action it 
must be contended that Miss Longworth is entitled to 
bring an, action, for the libel in, whatever country the 
Saturday Review, happens to. be published, and the laws 
of which give her the necessary, facilities. These 
different publications, if duly proved, might strengthen 
her case, if case she has, and therefore we venture to 
think that Miss Longworth would .have been better ad- 
vised if she had proceeded against the Saturday Review 
in the English courts, leaving the publication in Scot- 
land or elsewhere, on proper evidence of the same, to 
increase her damages, if perchance she could have found 
an English jury willing to give her any.” 

What the Saturday Review has tocomplain of is net 
so much the Scotch process itself as the conduct of the 
Scoteh. judges,in permitting its application in such a 
case; for the use of the process, with the view to trial 
and, judgment, is not an absolute right to a plaintiff, but 
is discretionary with the Court; and we certainly con- 
sider that the judicial discretion would have been more 
soundly and justly exercised against, than in favour of, 
Miss Longworth’s action—that is, its trial in Scotland. 
We reported at the time the judgment of the Court on 
the objection taken to the jurisdiction assumed,* and we 
may now quote one. or two extracts from the opinions 
delivered. The Lord President, after pointing out that 
the Court had, on the argument, nothing to do with the 
character of the article, be it slanderous or not, but that 
the questions they had to deal with were the question of 
jurisdiction and the question of forum nen competent, 
remarks, with reference to the latter question, “ That 
plea did not mean that the furam is one in which it ig 
wholly incompetent to deal with the questions 
The plea is generally stated in reference toa class of 
eases in which the @ourt has considered it more 
expedient for the ends of justice that the parties 
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should seek for justice before another forum; cases 
where it must be an obvious hardship or in- 
justice in requiring the party to come here, or where 
the means of ascertaining the truth more plainly, existed 
elsewhere, or where the law to be administered ought 
more properly to be the law of another country.” And 
the other judges who followed all asserted for the Court 
a similar discretion, so that it was in their power to 
have stayed the proceedings if they had thought proper 
to do so. The Court, however, allowed the action to pro- 
ceed for reasons which are thus stated by the Lord Presi- 
dent:—* You are told that there may be inconveniences 
attending this course ‘because of differences in the law 
of the two countries. It is not explained what these 
differences are, but I am not prepared to hold that the 
law of the other country is a law which is to regulate 
the consequences of a libel circulated in this country. I 
am not prepared to hold that a person who circulates in 
England, and sends down and circulates in Scotland, that 
which by the law of Sco:'and is libellous and slanderous, 
even though by the Jaw of England it is not so, is to be 
exempted from the consequences of the circulation of 
that slander in Scotland, or that the party injured is to 
have no redress, merely because in the country in which 
the -hing was first given forth it is not a libel. It may 
be that in some countries there is no law of libel at all; 
but are persons in this country to be subjected to injury 
conseqnent on the circulation of a slander, and the law 
to offer then ro redress?” 

There is. we think, in all this an absence of that spirit 
of comity and judicial consideration which ought to sub- 
sist between the Courts of two countries, relatively situ- 
ated as England and Scotland are, and, with great de- 
ference, we venture to think that a Scotch judge, under 
such circumstances, ought not to assume that that which 
is clearly a libel according to the Scotch law, may be 
not a libel according to the law of England, although 
it is obvious that by such an assumption a serious diffi- 
culty is placed in the way of the enforcement of the 
judgment in England; for surely it could scarcely be 
contended that an English defendant in such a case may 
have applied against him in England a judgment ob- 
tained in Scotland for an offence against the Scottish law, 
which, however, is no offence against the law of his own 
country. Lord Ardmillan, we think, takes a juster view 
when he says that “ He was not prepared to say that this 
was the most fitting or most appropriate tribunal for 
deciding the question here raised by the pursuer. He 
thought it wonld have been more fitting and more appro- 
priate, under all the circumstances, to have tried the case 
under English law; but there was no sufficient reason 
for dismissing the action; and, after the view which 
their Lordships had taken, he was not prepared to suggest 
what otherwise he would have been much disposed to do, 
that the action should be sisted until the pursuer had 
tried her cause in the English courts, where the defen- 
dere proclaim themselves to be ready to meether. That 
course would have been very much according to his feelings 
of the expediencies and proprieties of the case.” We should 
say that such a course would not only have been in accord- 
ance with expediency and propriety, but possibly Miss 
Longworth would have had a better chance of success in 
London, where the Saturday Review has, as iteelf knows, 
mapy and bitter enemies, than in Edinburgh, where, in 
spite of the decay of a not yet forgotten intellectual 
brillianey, and in spite of the predominance of the nar- 
rowest religious bigotry, there lingers a literary sympathy 
with gifted and writers, which we suspect 
had something to say to the Saturday Review’s verdict. 

But, the process of arrestment having issued, it is to 
our mind extremely difficult to understand how the usual 
course should not have been followed, and that the ordi- 
nary rule of our procedure as on a foreign judgment 
should not have been acted on. The Saturday Review 
observes:—* The peculiarity of the Scotch law is not 
that it enables a person wronged by an Englishman who 
has property in Scotland to get satisfaction out of that 
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property as far as it will go, but.that it enables him to 
recover judgment for the whole amount of his debt or 
damage, after which he can bring his judgment to Eng- 
land, and there sue the defendant on the foreign judg. 
ment. In this second action it seems to be the better 
opinion (though the point is not free from doubt) that it 
would not be open to the defendants to go into the merits, 
He would have to pay the amount for which the judgment 
had passed, upon proof of the bare fact that it had passed 
for such an amount. We do not complain of Miss Long- 
worth’s having the power of getting possession of our 
£28 10s.; if we trust our property in Scotland, we must, 
of course, be prepared to defend it according to the Scotch 
law; but we do complain of anyone being able to recover 
£3,000 against us in Scotland which he could make us 
pay in England, without our being heard in England on 
the merits of the case, and that merely because two 
firms happen to owe us £28 10s.” ‘There is some confu- 
sion in these views, but they appear to contain the nut 
which the Saturday Review has not cracked. This com- 
plaint, that Miss Longworth might have recovered £3,000 
in England, although she bad only attached £28 10s. in 
Scotland, may be very intelligible, but the real complaint 
arising out of all this is not against the Scotch process 
itself, or even the conduct of the Scotch judges in permit- 
tingits application to such a case(although we have disap- 
proved the discretion they exercised), but against the law 
of England (to which our contemporary, throughout his 
article, makes an appeal), but which, it seems to anti- 
cipate, would have afforded Miss Longworth the requisite 
facilities for enforcing the Scotch judgment had the ver- 
dict been in her favour. This consequence, however; 
seems inevitable, from the very nature of the case.’ For 
suppose Miss Longworth had recovered judgment, that 
judgment would shew on the face of it that it had beem 
obtained for a libel, and it surely could not be contended 
that the English Courts, while recognizing the judgment 
formally, would proceed to retheasure the damages, and 
restrict them to the sum attached. That would substan- 
tially be allowing no effect in England at all to the judg- 
ment, for the Scotch law needs no assistance as far as the 
money or property attached is concerned. On the other 
hand, we need scarcely point out that in the interests of 
the Saturday Review it was better that the case was 
allowed to proceed, for in that way our contemporary finally 
gotrid of the annoyance. Butthis question of the Court’s 
discretion must of course be considered without reference 
to the nature of the verdict, and we are clearly of opinion 
that it would have been better for all the interests in- 
volved, including even the character and conduct of the 
Court itself, if Lord Ardmillan’s opinion had prevailed, 
and that the action had been ordered to stand over to 
enable the plaintiff to make her appeal to an English jury. 

There are other points taken in the Saturday Review's 
article, respecting which we could have shown that 
our contemporary has misconceived the law, but 
we have not space left, and we have already de- 
tained our readers too long. Let us simply remark that 
the whole column in the Ssturday Keview on the 
subject of “ Venue,” is altogether beside the question, 
in short—“ twaddle;” and we dismiss it all by the sugges- 
tion that “locality ” within an ascertained jurisdiction 
is one thing, but that the question of there being any 
jurisdiction at all is a very different thing; and that 
that question has no necessary or logical connection 
with trial by jury, or any other form of trial. 
Nothing, too, can be more preposterous than what the 
Saturday Review says about its circulation in Scotland, 
that is, the circulation of its “libels,” not being its own 
act, for English journals and reviews are not published 
for circulation in England only, but for the enlighten- 
ment or otherwise, as the case may be, of the whole world; 
and, if they are not unwilling to accept the profits, they 
must, at the game time, be prepared to encounter the 
inconveniences of such a cosmopolitan positiun, 

In fine, the article in question ought not to have been 
written at all, Its criticisms are not intelligent, and its 





Ee the gh, 0 Oe, Oe ES Gy ©. ae ae 


"TERN OFF ASRBRS 


pm 
« 


June 23,1866. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 805 








e— . 
complaints are eminently unreasonable. We repeat the 


opinion that the trial ought to have taken place here; but 
we have a strong conviction that if the “venue ” had 
been laid in London instead of Edinburgh, the verdict 
might not have been so tender of our contemporary’s 
reputation and purse. Possibly, “ the great leading rule 
ought to be that of the Roman law—actor sequitur forum 
rei;’ but we just think that the Saturday Review was 
“possibly all the better of the want of its application. 





CORPORATE MISREPRESENTATION.—No. III. 

Having now discussed briefly the main principle that 
in general a company will not be allowed to hold a third 

n to a contract induced by the misrepresentations of 
‘its agents, and the most important of the limitations 
with which it is to be accepted, we come to two very 
large and important classes of misrepresentations, viz.— 
{1) those contained in reports and circulars; and (2) 
misrepresentations in the prospectus, 

Respecting the first of these classes the question which 
presents itself is this—How far can a purchaser seeking 
-rescission be allowed to avail himself of misrepresenta- 
‘tions contained in documents which, ostensibly at any 
rate, are addressed, not by the company to the public, 
but by the directors to the company? 

In National Exchange Company of Glasgow v. Drem, 
‘before alluded to, Lord Cranworth said, speaking of re- 
ports, “It was plausibly ur;ed that these reports were 
not made dy the company It to the company. In form 
that is so; no doubt they are reports made to the com- 
pany; but I assume, for the present, that they were 
made known to the company under such circumstances 
that what they so report is known and intended to be 
‘known, not only to the shareholders, but to all persons 
who may be minded to become shareholders, just as if 
they were published to the world. I repeat, I think the 
exigencies of society demand, that the reports so made 
and so circulated should be deemed to be the reports of 
the company.” Lord St. Leonards, taking the same view, 
laid much stress upon the adoption of the report by the 
<ompany at a general meeting, saying, “ What is the first 
act which takes place at any such meeting as that at 
which the report was read? The first act which 
takes place at every such meeting in Scotland and 
England is, that if there is not a rejection there 
is an adoption of the report; then I say the report 
is the act of the company, and not simply of the direc- 
tors. It becomes the act of the company by the adoption 
of the report, and sending it forth to the world as a true 
representation of their affairs, and if that representation 
is made use of in dealing with third persons for the 
benefit of the company, it subjects them tothe loss which 
may accrue to the party who deals, trusting to those 
misrepresentations. I therefore come to a very satis- 
factory conclusion in my own mind upon that simple 
point.” Of the cases which have been decided in con- 
formity with the principle contained in the above 
Opinions, perhaps the most important are Ayre’s case, 25 
Beav. 513, and Brockiwell’s case, 4 Drew. 205; 5 W. R. 
858, In the former case, the Master of the Rolls, and in the 
latter Vice-Chancellor Kindersley, released Messrs, Ayre 
and Brockwell respectively, on the ground that they had 
been induced to purchase shares by misrepresentations 
contained in reports. But it should be noted that in 
Ayre’s case, the report in question was handed to Ayre 
by one Bevan, who was the manager and secretary of 
the company. In Brockvell’s case, Brockwell had seen 
the report at the company’s office; it had also been 
advertised in the newspapers, but it did not appear 
whether or no it had reached Brockwell through the 
latter medium also. 

In 1859 Nicol’s vase, 7 W. R. 217, came before the Court 
of Appeal in Chancery, and it will be very important to 
consider the precarious state in which the question has 
been left by this case, and the subsequent one of New 
Brunswick and Canada Railway Company v. Conybeare. 





Nicol was discharged from his liability on the ground that 
a complete and valid transfer of his shares had taken 
place ; but it is the judgments on the misrepresentation 
question, as regards reports, with which we have now to 
do. Respecting the general question of misrepresenta- 
tion, we have already had occasion to notice this case. 

Lord Chelmsford expressed himself as of opinion that 
misrepresentations contained in reports and such like 
documents addressed to the company by the directors 
cannot be binding on the company. Lord Justice Knight 
Bruce concurred in the judgment, on the ground that a 
valid transfer of Nicol’s shares had taken place, and 
made no remarks upon the misrepresentation except to 
signify a general dissent from the decision appealed 
from—that of V. C. Kindersley, who had, following his 
own decision in Brockwell’s case, removed Nicol’s name 
from the list of contributories, on the ground of mis- 
representation. Lord Justice Turner, though clearly 
holding, as we have before remarked, to the general 
principle that companies are not to profit by the mis- 
representations of their agents at the expense of third 
parties, subjected this rule to a very material limitation 
so far as reports are concerned. He thought that mere 
advertisements of the reports in the newspapers were 
insufficient to entitle the persons who had acted upon 
the faith of them to rescission of their contracts with the 
company, and that a special communication of the 
false statements, or of the documents containing them, to 
the subseyuent purchaser was necessary in order to 
enable him to rely on those statements as against the 
company. 

Shortly after Nicol’s case occurred Mizer’s case 
4 De G. & J. 575, 7 W. R. 677, in which the facts 
relied on by V. C. Kindersley in Brockwell’s case were by 
agreement admitted for the purposes of the case before the 
Court. The result was that tue Vice-Chancellor’s decision 
in Brockweli’s case was overruled, Lord Campbell say- 
ing, “The appellant, however, further contends that he 
was induced by fraud to take shares, and is entitled to 
relief on the ground of that fraud. Clearly there was fraud 
and gross fraud on the part of the directors, and I have no 
doubt that he was induced by fraud to take his shares. I 
think, however, that it was a fraud on the part of the 
directors which cannot be attributed to the company. 
Supposing it to have been a fraud on the part of the 
company, I do not think that the appellant is now en 
titled to avail himself of it and rescind the contract.” 
And his Lordship then. went on to remark that Mixer 
had acted on the contract, and, consequently, estopped 
himself from avoiding it, however induced. So that it 
is to be noted that, although in this case Brockivell’s case 
was overruled and reversed, yet the reversal, so far as 
the point of misrepresentation is concerned, was merely 
one in terms, without reason assigned—“I think, how- 
ever, that it was a fraud on the part of the directors 
which cannot be attributed to the company,” 

Then, in 1862, was decided, by the House of Lords, 
the case of New Brunswick and Canada Railway Com- 
pny v. Conybeare, 9 H. L, Cas. 711,10 W. R. 305. Lord 
Chelmsford’s remarks in this case we have already noticed. 
Lord Westbury said: —“I certainly am not at all disposed 
to advise your Lordships to throw any doubt upon this 
doctrine—that if reports are made to the shareholders of 
a company by their directors, and the reports are adopted 
by the shareholders at one of the appointed meetings of 
the company, and those reports are afterwards indus- 
triously circulated, misrepresentations contained in those 
reports must, undoubtedly, be taken, after their adoption, 
to be representations and statements made with the 
authority of the company, and, therefore, binding on the 
company. Neither, my Lords, do I think it would be at 
all expedient to question this conclusion, that if those 
reports, having been industriously circulated,. shall be 
clearly shown to have been the proximate and immediate 
cause of shares having been bought from the company 
by any individuals, or subscribed for by any individuals, 
and they are proved to have been untrue, it will be im- 
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possible, consistently with the principles of equity, to 
permit the company to réetain the benefit of that contract, 
and to keep the purchase-money “that has been so paid.” 
This portion of his Lordship’s judgment is well worthy 
of note, both on account of the emphatic ‘language in 
which it is couched, and from its being the last notice 
of the subject by any member of the House of Lords. 
Let us now compare these cases and see how the question 
stands, : 
Lord Chelmsford, in Nicol’s case, argued that state- 
ments in reports could not bind a company; but in the 
face of the remarks of Lord Westbuty above quoted, and 


coupled with Lord Chelmsford’s own remarks in the last . 


case, Lord Chelmsford’s remarks in Nicol’s case cannot 
now, we submit, be regarded as a binding authority. They 
have, in effect, been overruled in Conybeare’s case; we 
have therefore to resort to Lord Justice Turner’s judg- 
ment in Nicol’s case for our guidance to the actual state of 
decision on the point. “In that case the misrepresenta- 
tions relied on were contained in a report and a circular, 
and his Lordship said—“ As to both these documents, so 
far as they reached beyond the persons to whom they 
were addressed, they cannot, I think, be considered other- 
wise than as in the nature of advertisements issued by 
the directors. Independently of any special circum- 
stances, they would treat purchasers only as part of the 
public, and could not, as I conceive, be considered as 
entering into their contracts for the purchase or sale of 
shares.” And his Lordship went on to state his opinion 
that the “ special circumstances ”’ in the case before him 
were not sufficient to bind the company, the documents 
having been produced. to Nicol merely by one of the direc- 
tors. 

The. actual state of decision then is at present—that 
statements contained in advertised reports are no} 
binding on the company, and the circumstances neces- 
sary before they can become so, will of course be that the 
documents in question must be handed to the purghaser 
by some person or persons whose words would have been 
binding on the company, had he made the statements 
himself orally, or in his own handwriting, For instance, in 
Conybeare’s case,1 D. FJ, 578, Lord Justice Turner was 
of opinion, in this respect, that the secretary of a company 
could, by handing documents to an intending purchaser, 
bind the company; and it is to be borne in mind that in the 
House of Lords the latter case was overruled only on the 
ground that the statements relied on did not in them- 
selves amount to a material misrepresentation, 

In accordance with this view, Vice-Chancellor Kin- 
der-ley, in Barrett’s case, 13 W. RB. 541, though admitting 
that his own opinion was unchanged, remarked that the 
law must now be taken to be “ that, in order to make 
the person who had taken shares on the faith of a report 
not liable, there must have been a representation made to 
him by the company or their authorised agent.” 

The decision of the Master of the Rolls in Ayre's case 
cannot be considered as overruled by Nicol’s case, since 
there the documents containing the misrepresentations 
were handed to Ayre by the manager. 

In conclusion, we call attention to the words ‘‘ indus- 
triously circulates” as used by Lord Westbury in Cony- 
beare’s case (ubi sup.). Surely, in a common rense view 
of the matter, advertisements in the public prints are a 
sufficiently industrious mode of circulation, Coupling 
these remarks of Lord Westbury with the view which 


has been taken by the present Lord Chancellor of the |. 


misrepresentation question, we sball be by no means sur- 
p ired if the rule which Vice-Chancellor Kindersley reluc- 
tantly adopted in Barrett's case is, before long, reversed, 

In our next article on this subject we propose ourselves 
to discuss the misrepresentation in reports question on 
its merite; we shall then proceed to the topic of misrepre- 
sentations in the prospectus. 





ALL documents must henceforth bear dat the “ thirtieth 
year” of her Majesty's reign, as the accession of ihe Queen was 
on the 2th June, 1837. 





THE ATTORNEYS AND SOLICITORS (IRELAND). 


On Tuesday the Attorneys and Solicitors (Ireland) Bill: 
was read. second time in the House of Commons. , The 
second reading was moved by Mr. Michael Morris, Q.C., who. 
informed the House that the bill had been fully canvassed, 
in the House of Lords. . We have already stated the 
object of this measure, and expressed. our opinion. of its. 
reasonableness and justice. As Mr. Morris stated, the 
attorneys and solicitors of Ireland are at, present under 
the jurisdiction of the benchers, who are members of 
another profession,* and the object of the bill is to, give 
effect to their desire to be governed, like the brethren in 
England, by their own Incorporated Society, subject. to 
the rules and regulations of the judges of the superior 
courts. From the brief conversation which took place in 
the House on the occasion of the second reading, we 
gather that the benchers have not abandoned their oppo- 
sition to the bill. The Attorney-General, though not. 
objecting to the second reading, said he should reserve 
his opinion on the clauses when the measure came to be 
considered in committee; and Mr. Whiteside, Q.C., who 
be looked upon as the representative of the benchers in 
this matter, is reported. by the London journals to haye- 
expressed his inability to discover any grievance of whick 
the attorneys had a right to complain. We should think, 
however, that the bare statement of the object of the bil? 
reveals a plain and palpable grievance. The grievance is 
that Mr. Whiteside, and other eminent barristers like him, 
should, in their capacity as benchers, have anything to do 
with the control or regulation of the profession. The- 
attorneys and solicitors of Ireland feel that they are com- 
petent to manage their own affairs; they know that they 
are as zealous as any oiher class of the community can 
be in maintaining at a high standard the honour and 
character of their profession; they desire to have the 
handling of their own money; they object to be under 
the control of the members of a profession which they de- 
scribe as to a certain extent antagonistic to their own, 
In short, they wish for self-government, and they do not 
understand on what principle that which is enjoyed by 
their English brethren can be denied to them. The pro- 
moters of this bill have no desire to withdraw the pro- 
fession from the wise and impartial supervision and con- 
trol which they are satisfied will be exercised by the 
Judges of the Superior Courts, and the measure contains 
clauses whieh they say give increased power for that 
purpose to the several courts. When Mr. Whiteside be- 
comes Chief Justice or, Lord Chancellor, either of which 
offices he will one day assuredly fill,unless he should prefer 
to pursue his brilliant parliamentary career, we are cer- 
tain the Irish at‘orneys and solicitors will be quite con- 
tent to be under his control as a member of the Judicial 
Bench. But as long as a man continues to be a practis- 
ing barrister they object to him having the control of 
their affairs. We think the objection founded in. reason 
and justice,t and we hope the profession may succeed in 
carrying their bill,—Saunders. 








LEGAL NOTES FOR THE WEEK. 


[The notes of cases under this hvading are supplied by the gertlemen 
who report for the Weekly Reporter in the several cuurts,] 


MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 
June 1, 5, 11. 
THRUSTON v. GAUBSEN, 
Settlement — Construction —“ First,’ “ Last ”—Clerical 
Lrvror, 

The question in this suit was whether the Court would 
read the word “ last,” as being a clesical error for “ first,’” 
in a marriaye settlement. 





* Not quite —Ep. 4. J, 

+ We think so too; but we do not agroe na tO the alleged separa- 
eee antagonism of the diiferent bramshes of the profession.— 

D8. J. 
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The settlement, was dated the 14th of June, 1814, 
‘The liusband ‘and wife’ were both dead.” The wife had 
been the survivor, and the plaintiff was her residuary 
4egatee. The settlement comprised three sums of money, 
of thé Ha gh amounts of £2,100, £500, and 
91/481 98. 7d., and a further contingent sum: The 
£1,481 9s. 7d. and the contingent sum, were the hus- 
band’s property originally, and the other two sums the 
wife’s. The trusts of the settlement were the ordinary 
ones in favour of the husband and wife and children, and 
it proceeded’ that in case there were no children (which 
event took place), the trustees should stand’ possessed of 
the four sums, upon trust, as to two of the sums as the 
‘wife should’ by deed or will appoint, or in default’ as 
therein mentioned, and as for and concerning the said 
last-mentioned sums upon certain trusts therein men- 
tioned. The question was whether the word “last” in 
dhis clause could be read as “first.” 

“Seleyn, Q.C. (J. N. Higgins with him), for the 
plaintifi—The settlement is perfectly intelligible as 


it stands. The Court will-not direct an alteration of this. | 


kind, unless there is something unreasonable in the 
‘settlement as it stands. — 

™ Baggallay, Q.C., and Wickens, for the defendants.—If 
the word “first” is substituted for the word “last,” the 
settlement is harmonious and consistent throughout. If 
at remains as it is, the trusts cross one another in a most 
inconvenient manner. The word “last” is very similar 
to the word “first.” This is not a stronger case than 
Hart v. Tulk, 2 D. M: G. 300. 

Selwyn, Q.C., in reply — Hart v. Tulk was the case of a 

will, where the intention was the only thing to be con- 
sidered. “Theré is no case of a marriage settlement so 
strong as the present. 
June 11.—Lorp Romitiy, M.R., after stating the 
facts, said—It is argued that to make the settlement 
consistent the word “last” must be read “first.” I 
think it is extremely probable, as the defendant suggests, 
that the word “last” has been written by mistake for 
“first;” but I think the ¢hatige is too great to make 
here. The settlement is perfectly clear as it stands. If 
this had been the case of a will it might have been 
possible to remodel it, but this is always.a dangerous 
thing to attempt; and, in a deed which has a clear and 
definite meaning as it stands, there is, in my opinion, no 
rule of construction by means of which I could read the 
word “first” as “last” to make the settlement more 
homogeneous. The costs of all parties must be paid out 
of. the estate, 

Solicitors, Loughborough; B. J. Rickards. 

June 11, 

Re Stranp Horst Company.—This "was a petition by’ the 

lessor of a piece of ground leased to the company to have the 

compulsorily wound-up, More than three-fourths of 

the shareholders, at. a meeting duly convened, had determined 

J bo up the company, and James Gibson had been appointed 
idator. 

"Southgate, Q:C., and ‘Caldecott, appeared for the petitioner. 
—The only questions are whether. the winding-up should: be 
compulsory or voluntary, and whether Gibson is a proper person 
to be appointed liquidator. 

Selwyn, Q.C,, and Roxburgh, for the. company The resolu- 
tion to wind-up’ was dhndet tnanhnously; and-there is no 
occasion for a compulsory winding-up. ‘lhe only dissentient 
was a man who has not paid his calls. 

Lorp Romitiy, M.R.—The appointment of a liquidator is 
often a serious matter, I have known one appointed for the 
purpose of doing nothing at all. 

Southgate, Q.C.—We only,want to have something done soon. 

Lorp Romitiy, M.R.—Let there be an order for voluntary 
winding-up under supervision. Security must be given by the 
liquidator. 

Solicitors for the company, Vallance § Vallance. 

June 11, 12. 
Re BRIGHTON BREWERY CoMPANY. 


This was an application to strike the names of two 
shareholders, named Love and Downe, off the list of con- 
tributories to the company, on the ground of misrepre- 
sentations in the prospectus of the company. 





Love applied for shares.on the 8th of April, 1864, and 
had forty shares. allotted, Downe applied on the 20th 
of April, 1864, and had twenty. shares. allotted.. The 
alleged misrepresentations were—l, That a brewery had 
been purchased, which it appeared had not. been done; 
2, That no fees had been paid te promoters, whereas the 
directors had agreed to. purchase a brewery for £64,000, 
from one Sayer, who had purchased it for £54,000, and 
was to receive the difference as promotion money. It 
appeared that the agreement for this purchase had never 
been carried ont, and the company afterwards negociated 
for the purchase of a smaller brewery.. 

Southgate, Q.C., and Daly, for the, applicant. 

Selxyn, Q.C., and Roxburgh, for the. official liquidator. 

LorD, RoMILLY, MR,—I think the difference of the 
prices in the purchase-money would be a sufficient misre- 
presentation, But the transaction fell through,and nothing 
was ever done under it. No fraud has been shown suffi- 
cient. to. discharge the applicant from the list of con- 
tributories... The general object, of the company.was to 
purchase a brewery, and that appeared sufficiently by the 
prospectus. The motion must be refused. 

Solicitors, W/..D, Hughes ; T. Hughes. 

RE PATENT CARRIAGE COMPANY.——DURANT’S CASE. 

This was an application to have’ the names of’ Durant 
and Gore, two shareholders, struck off the list of con- 
tributories. 

Durant and Gore’ ‘were the ownérs ofa’ patent for 
making carriages. ‘They sold the’patent to the company 
and received the ‘purchase-money partly ‘in cash, partly 
in’ paid-up shares, and partly in half paid-up shares, and 
it was in respect’ of these last’ that they ‘were placed on 
the list of contributories. They had accepted part of 
the shares in the names of nominees. The company was 
registered on tite 11th of March, 1864. 

Jessel, Y.C., and Cottrell, for the’ official liquidator — 
The names haye been duly ‘entered’ on the list of con- 
tributories, they are registered shareholders. 

Southgate, Q.C., for Durant.—The ‘company’ require 
the patents as assets, and the payment of money as con- 
tributories as well, By the deed of sale of the patent 
we can insist on having the shares forfeited: Re British 
Provident Association (Jones v. Jones), 12 W. RO Dig. 
136, 1 D. J. 8. 495. - 

Baggatlay, Q.C., for Gore-—The contract has not been 
performed, and the patent belongs to us. 

Jessel, Q.€., in reply.—Durant cannot give wp’ his 
shares. They are not all in his power. Some of them 
belong to his nominees. 

June 12.—Lorp Romriity, M.R.—These two’ names 
must remain on the list. Whatever question there may 
bé as to the claims of Durant and Gore ‘on the deed 
cannot be determined on the present application.’ The 
official liquidator must have his costs. ‘The other parties 
must pay theirs, 

Solicitor for the official liquidator, Brandon. 


VICE-CHANCELLOR STUART. 
June 20, 

May v. ArmsrronG.—This was a bill by the trustees of the 
marriage settlement of one‘ Mary Elizabeth Cooper to compel 
the trustees of a will, under which she was entitled to,consider- 
able property in the funds and elsewhere, to render an account 
of the sums received from time to time on her behalf, and to 
make a transfer of the same, together with the principal pro- 
Pe: into the names of the present plaintiffs. 

e facts of the case were such as to show a clear neglect of 
duty on the part of the defendants, and the Court made the 
decree asked, condemning the defendants in costs. 

Malins, Q.C., and Druce, for the plaintifts. 

De Gex, Q.C., and Marten, for Ehzabeth Cooper. 

Bacon, Q.C., and Pontefex, for the defendants. 

Hvrreut ve, Tucksr.—This was «e to - aside a pee 
gage security on the ground of a fraudulent and a preferen 
pA a favour of certain creditors. The plaintiff was 
the registered public officer of the Kingsbridge Joint-Stock 
Banking Company, and the an oy in bankruptey of one 
Thomas Hannaford Burgoyne, who, shortly previous to his 
becoming a bankrupt, carried on business at Plymonth and 
Kingsbridge. 
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In August, 1863, T. H. Burgoyne became indebted to the 
bank in a sum of £900, and on the 3rd November in that year 
he assigned his premises at Kingsbridge to -the defendant, his 
brother-in-law, to secure a sum of £1,080. Prior to the said 
assignment there had been an equitable mort of the pre- 
mises to the amount of £415 3s. 2d., and T. H. Burgoyne was 
indebted to the defendant in respect of certain trust moneys. 

On December 15th T. H. Burgoyne was adjudicated bankrupt. 

The case turned wholly upon the facts of the case, and there 
was evidence that at the time of the mortgage the assets of the 
bavkrupt were nearly equal to his debts. Y 

Bacon, Q.C., and J. Napier Higgins, for the plaintiff. 

Malins, Q.C., and G. Whitbread, for the defendant. : 

The Vice-Chancellor, without calling on the defendant, said 
that, in his opinion, the plaintiff had failed to make out a case 
in which the Court could interfere, and dismissed the bill with 
costs. 


COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. 
June 15. 

GREENBERG v. WARD.—Quain, for the defendant, showed 
cause against a rule obtained by Holl for a new trial, on the 
ground that certain books were not forthcoming or destroyed. 

Rule discharged. 
NEGROPONTE v. CROSSLEY. 


This was an action of detinue for goods sent to the de- 
fendants at Halifax to be dyed. At. the trial before 
Mellor, J., at Manchester, it appeared that the plaintiff 
sent his goods to be dyed through his agent, a Mr. Hud- 
son, who also employed the defendant on his own account, 
and that all the expenses of the dying were by agree- 
ment debited to Hudson only; and the defendant sent 
into him a monthly account, and drew against it. In 
September, 1865, Hudson became bankrupt, and at that 
time owed £852 on his dying account with the defen- 
dant. The action was brought to recover goods of the 
plaintiff in the hands of the defendant at t e time of 
Hudson’s bankruptcy, and was resisted on the ground of 
the defendant’s general lien. 

The jury returned a verdict for the plaintiff for £524. 

Baylis (£. James. Q.C, with him), showed cause 
against a rule to enter a nonsuit or a verdict for the 
defendant. 

Quain ( Herschell with him) supported it. 

The Court held that the common law rule of a work- 
man’s lien in particular for the value of the work done 
on them, had, as regarded this case, been enlarged by 
custom, and that the defendant was entitled to retain 
the goods either for work on them, or in respect of other 
goods improved by him for the balance due on the run- 
ning account. Rule absolute. 

June 16. 
McKgan AND ANOTHER v. Kay.—This was an action for 
bargained and sold. The defendant pleaded, never in- 
ebted. The action was tried before Lush, J., at Manchester, 
when a verdict was found for the plaintiffs. The only question 
was with whom the contract was made. 

Pickering, Q.C., and Holker, for the plaintiffs, now appeared 
to show cause why the verdict should not be set aside, and a 
new trial had, on the grounds, first, that there was no evidence 
to go to the jury, and secondly, that the verdict was against the 
evidence. 

Edward James, Q.C., and McIntyre, appeared in support of 
the rule. Rule discharged. 

June 16, 20. 


Tue WirraLtt Waterworks Company v. Lioyp.—The 
uestion which arose in this case was whether land which had 

n acquired by a public company for the purpose of carryin 
out the objects for which the company has been incorpora 
under an Act of Parliament, can be taken in execution under a 
writ of elegit. 

The Court said that the point had already been decided, and 
gave judgment in favour of the defendant. 


June 20. 

PonTivrex AND ANOTHER v. WIGG AND ANOTHER.—This 
case was tried before Willes, J., on the 3rd May, when a 
veidict was found for the plaintiffs. A rule was subsequently 
obtained, calling on the plaintiffs to show cause why the verdict 
should not be set aside on various grounds. 

The Court said that the case was governed by the case of 
Redpath v. Wigg, recently decided in the Exchequer Chamber, 
and discharged the rule. 


AKBUTHNOT AND ANOTHER Vv. STRECKEISEN AND ANOTHER. 





—This was an action for not accepting certain bales of cottom: 
sold by the plaintiffs to the defendants under two contracts. 

Hannen appeared for the plaintiffs. 

Sir G. R Honyman, for the defendants, argued that no. 
tender of the cotton had ever been made by the plaintiffs to the- 
defendants, in the mode in which the former were bound by the 
contracts to tender it. 

The Court gave judgment for the plaintiffs. 


COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
June 15. 
(Before Mr: Commissioner WINSLOW.) 

In RE JouHN Pricz.—This was an adjourned sitting for ex- 
amination and discharge. The bankrupt was an attorney and 
solicitor, practising at Buntingford, Herts. 

Aldridge (Solor.) appeared for the official assignee, and 
Hensman (Solor.) for the bankrupt. 

The bankrupt —— to the Court upon his own petition in: 
consequence mainly of the insufficiency of his income to meet. 
the expenditure. A statement of accounts returns the following 
items: creditors unsecured, £1;361; creditors holding security, 
£984; creditors to be paid in full, £9; property surrendered to 
assignees, £98; and —. in the hands of creditors, £908. 
The bankrupt had a claim against the firm of Crowder & May- 
natd in respect of certain services rendered jointly with them, 
and it was hoped that something would be made available for 
the creditors. He had supplied copies of certain mortgages 
affecting his property to the official assignee. 

There was no opposition, and the order of discharge was- 
granted upon the condition that the bankrupt assist the official 
assignee in the realization of the assets which were duc to him. 

June 19. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner GovLBURN.) 

In nE GrorcE FREDERICK Druce. — Lewis was for the 
assignees, Reed for a creditor, and Bagley for the bankrupt. 

r. Druce was an attorney, of Great George-street and else- 
where, having extensive transactions with Mr. Matthew Shield 
and other persons who had become bankrupt. He had been 
ordered, upon the application of counsel for an opposing creditor, 
to file cash and deficiency accounts, but with this order he had 
failed to comply, and 

The Court ordered an adjournment for the completion of the 
accounts, and renewed protection. 


COURT OF CHANCERY (IRELAND). 
ARMSTRONG v. ARMSTRONG. 

This was an application on behalf of the respondent, 
Mr. John Tew Armstrong, a solicitor, that the writ of at- 
tachment issued against him be set aside, and that he 
should be discharged from the custody of the sheriff of 
the city of Dublin. In a suit instituted by the peti- 
tioner, who is brother to the respondent, a decree. had 
been pronounced by which the respondent was ordered 
to bring, within a specified time, the sum of £1,000 into 
court. This order was not complied with; an attach- 
ment was issued, and the respondent was arrested. It 
was now relied upon, on the part of the respondent, that 
no demand had ever been made on him for the £1,000, 
nor, in fact, had a copy of the order ever been served 
upon him. 

Butt, Q.C. (McMahon with him), was in support of the 
application, 

Rt. Hon. A. Brewster, Q.C., Warren, Q.C., and Dames, 
contra. 

His Lordship being of opinion that the proceedings 
were irregular, ordered Mr. Armstrong to be discharged 
from custody. 


COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH (IRELAND). 


THE QuEEN v. MicuaEL Moore.—Butt, Q.C. (O’ Loghlen 
with him), applied for a mandamus to be directed to the clerk 
of the Crown for the county of the city of Dublin, re — 
him to make up the record in the case of The Queen v. ‘Micha 
Moore, convicted for complicity in the Fenian conspiracy, and to 
furnish a copy to the legal advisers of the prisoner. At the trial 
a distinct direction had been given that the verdict should be 
entered only on some of the overt acts. Ig appeared that a ver- 
dict of “guilty” had been entered on each of the counts, and 
there was no entry of the findings on each of the overt acts in 
the indictment. tro get a fiat for a writ of error it was neces- 
sary to have a copy of the record, with entries of the findings in 
the Crown book. The clerk of the Crown had the custody of 
the Crown book, and to him, therefore, should the mandamus 
issue. 
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Heron, Q.C., resisted the application on the ground that pri- 
goner’s counsel had the indictment and every material for apply- 


for the fiat of the pana ig ere 

Prveaatai, J., thought the application should be refused. 
The ial commission was conducted with great fairness, 
copies of the indictments, and printed briefs of the evidence 
having been given to the prisoners. There was no ground for 
the interference of the Court. 

Lerroy, C.J., concurred. 

O’Brien, J., was of opinion that the result of granting the 
_motion would be to give the Attorney-General further materials 
for deciding if a fiat for a writ of error might be granted, and 
for that reason that the application should be complied with. 

The motion was refused. 


COURT OF EXCHEQUER (IRELAND). 
: IN RE FREDERICK CROSKERRY. 

Ferguson, Q.C., moved that the applicant be admitted 
:an attorney, he having served the full twenty terms re- 
quired, although the date of his indentures was May 11, 
1862. In May, 1861, Mr. Croskerry commenced his ap- 
prenticeship with Messrs, Wallace, of Downpatick. Up 
to the present time all fees and dues required by the 
benchers of the Hon. Society of King’s Inn, and by the 
Society of Attorneys and Solicitors had been paid. In 
May, 1861, the applicant had passed his first examina- 
tion, and at the final examination first place had been 
-awarded to him. The Incorporated Society had expressed 
their wish to facilitate his entrance into the profession. 
The delay in the completion of the indentures of appren- 
ticeship was owing to his having received information 
that the really important matter was the payment of 
stamp duties, fees, &>., all of which had been done in 
time. 


HuaueEs, B., remarked that the mistake of the town 
:agent seemed to have led to the delay in the completion 
of the indentures ; it was not sufficient to exclude the 
applicant. 
Pigort, C.B., and FITZGERALD, B., concurred. 





EQUITY. 


THE CoMPANIES Act, 1862. 
.Re The Imperial Bank of China, India, and Japan 
(Limited), 14 W, R. 594. 

Just now, when the jurisdiction of the Court of Chan- 
-cery under the Companies Act, 1862, is so frequently 
invoked, we think that any case which tends to settle or 
elucidate the construction of that statute is well worthy 
of the attention of the profession. The above case is 
one of the most recent of this nature, and we propose to 
offer a few comments upon it and one or two other cases. 
* In the case of Re The Bank of Gibraltar and Malia, 
14 W. R. 69, four contributories of that company peti- 
tioned that it might be wound-up, either compulsorily or 
: Subject to the supervision of the Court, The bank was 
formed in 1863, but it had never commenced business, 
-and resolutions had been duly passed to wind it up 
voluntarily, and liquidators.had been appointed. The 
petition contained various allegations of misconduct 
against the directors, and one Cookson, who had been 
the promoter of the company, involving charges of mis- 
application of the assets of the bank, and consequent 
loss, and it further asserted that the liquidators had re- 
fused to institute proceedings against either the direc- 
tors or Cookson. The petitioners thereupon asked the 
Court to exercise the powers given to it by the Act, and 
to declare the directors and Cookson liable to account. 
‘The Master of the Rolls, before whom the matter came 
in the first instance, dismissed the petition, upon the 
. ground that the petitioners’ remedy was by bill, and not 
under the statutory jurisdiction. Thereupon the peti- 
tioners appealed, and the appeal was heard by the Lotds 


-Justices, It was argued on behalf of the appellants 


that a bill to impeach the alleged improper dealings 
could only be filed by the company, and not by a minority 
of the contributories, and that the only effectual remedy 


‘Open to the petitioners was under the statutory juris- 





diction, the exercise of which, though it was conferred 
by the use of the word “may” in the Act, was no more 
a matter of discretion than was that of the ordinary 
jurisdiction of the Court, where a proper case was shown 
for its exercise. Their Lordships, however, held that the 
exercise of the statutory jurisdiction is a pure matter of 
discretion, and, being of opinion that a case was made for 
further inquiry, they gave the petitioners leave to file a 
bill in the name of the company as to the matters men- 
tioned in the petition, the petitioners indemnifying the 
company against costs in such future i 
Lora Justice Turner observed, with reference to winding- 
up under the supervision of the Court—‘“ Now the Act, 
no doubt, by the 147th section, gives full power to the 
Court to make such an order, but it seems to me to leave 
it absolutely and entirely in the discretion of the Court 
whether the order shall be made or not. Neither in the 
section referred to, nor in any other part of the Act, so 
far as I have been able to find, has the Legislature in 
any way defined the circumstances by which the Court is 
to be guided in the exercise of this discretion. I think, 
therefore, that in determining the question whether such 
an order should be made or not, we must look to the facts 
on which the application for the order is grounded, and 
consider whether those facts present a case rendering it 
proper that the order should be made, with a view to 
putting in force some of the provisions. of the Act which 
would be available if the order be made, but would not 
be available under a mere voluntary winding-up.” His 
Lordship then expressed his opinion that the alleged mis- 
conduct could, inthe voluntary winding-up, be reached by 
means of section 165, or, at any rate, of section 138. 
He also observed that section 149 showed that the Legis- 
lature intended the wishes of the contributories to be 
consulted, and that there was nothing to show that the 
majority of the contributories desired that the voluntary 
winding-up should become subject. to the supervision of 
the Court, but that the evidence led to a contrary conclu- 
sion. He therefore thought this part of the petition 
was properly dismissed. He also thought that the order 
for compulsory winding-up was rightly refused, observ- 
ing—“I very much doubt whether it was within the 
jurisdiction of the Court to make such an order upon 
the petition of contributories. The 145th section seems 
to give the right to such an order to creditors only, and, 
as it seems to me, not without reason, for the contribu- 
tories must be bound by the resolution to wind up volun 
tarily, and it would be strange that any of.them should 
afterwards be allowed to destroy that resolution by ob- 
taining such an order.” His Lordship then discussed the 
question whether the jurisdiction given by sections 165 
and 138 should be exercised, and came to the conclusion 
that the exercise of that jurisdiction was discretionary, 
and that the questions in dispute would be better tried 
by bill than by inquiries under the summary jurisdic 
tion. 

It strikes one as rather singular that his Lordship 
should decline to exercise the jurisdiction to make the 
voluntary winding-up subject to the supervision of the 
Court, upon the ground that everything that could be 
done in a voluntary winding-up under supervision, could 
be done in a simple voluntary winding-up by means of 
sections 165 and 138, when he afterwards declines to 
exercise the jurisdiction conferred by those sections, 
mainly on the ground that its exercise is a matter of dis- 
cretion. The conclusion, however, that no part of the 
jurisdiction given by the Act was meant to be exercised, 
if the Court, in its discretion, should be of opinion that 
there was a more desirable method of investigating the 
matters in which its intervention was sought, may serve 
to explain what, at first sight, appears somewhat like a 
contradiction in the train of reasoning pursued by the 
learned judge. 

In the case of Re The Jmperial Bank of China, India, 
anid Japan, the circumstances were somewhat, though 
not in all respects, similar. This bank, like the other, 
never commenced business, Shortly after its formation 
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negotiations were entered into with another company, 
the Bank of Hindustan, for an amalgamation of the two 
institutions; and ultimately an agreement was entered 
into between the directors of the two companies, of which 
the chief provisions were, that each of the shareholders 
in the Imperial Bank was to be entitled to an allotment 
of as many shares in the Bank of ‘Hindustan ‘as “he held 
in the Imperial Bank (new shares of the Bank of Hindu- 
stan being created for that purpose), for each of which 
shares in the’ later bank he was to pay £6 ‘by way of 
premium, and that the assets of the Imperial Bank were 
to He handed over to the Bank of Hindustan. To carry 
out this scheme it was proposed to wind up the Tmperial 
Bank voluntarily, and that liquidators, to be appointed 
for the purposee of the winding-up, should act upon the 
provisions of the above agreement. Extraordinary meet- 
ings of the Imperial Bank were accordingly held, at 
which special resolutions, as required by the Act, were 
duly passed to wind up the concern voluntarily upon the 
footing of the above agreement for amalgamation. The 
shares of the Bank of Hindustan were of'a nominal 
amount double that of the shares of the Imperial Bank. 
Hence it resulted that a shareholder in the latter bank, 
who took shares in the former, would about double his 
liability for uncalled capital, in addition to making a 
payment of £6 per share premium. Some of the share- 
holders in the Imperial Bank very naturally objected to 
this arrangement, and declined to become shareholders in 
the Bank of Hindustan upon such terms. ‘The directors 
of the latter institution, however, relying upon the fact 
that the amalgamation had been approved by ‘special 
resolutions of the shareholders of the Imperial Bank, 
chose to consider that the dissentient shareholders in 
that company were bound, whether they would or no, 
to become shareholders in the Bank of Hindustan, and 
endeavoured to force them to take their proportion of 
shares under the agreement, entering their names as 
shareholders upon the register of the Bank of Hindustan, 
and in one case proceeding so far as to bring an action 
for calls against a person so placed against his will upon 
the register. These dissentient shareholders applied to 
the Court of Chancery, and their names were ordered to 
be struck off the register of the Bank of Hindustan, both 
the Master of the Rolls and Vice-Chancellor Wood hold- 
ing that, whatever might be the effect of the special 
resolutions in other respects, dissentient shareholders 
could, not be thereby compelled against their will to 
become members of another company. With respect to 
the majority of the shareholders of the Imperial Bank 
the provisions of the agreement were carried out, and all 
the assets of that company, after payment of certain ex- 
penses, were handed over to the Bank of Hindustan. 
Some, however, of the dissentient shareholders : of the 
Imperial Bank thought theraselves entitled, as they did 
not choose to take shares in the Bank of Hindustan, to 
be repaid the amount which they had paid up on their 
shares in the Imperial Bank, or, at any rate, that 
amount less a fair proportion of the expenses properly 
incurred, The liquidators refused to make any such re- 
payment, and alleged that as those dissentients had not, 
within seven days of the confirmation of the special 
resolution, given notice, as required by section 161 of the 
Act, of their dissent, and required the liquidators to pur- 
chase their interests, they were bound by the resolution, 
and could not claim any return of their paid-up capital, 
even though they did not choose, and could not be com- 
pelled, to accept shares in the Bank of Hindustan. Two 
of these dissentient gentlemen thereupon presented a 
petition under the Act, praying that the Imperial Bank 
might be wound-up compulsorily, or that the voluntary 
winding-up might be made subject to the supervision of 
the Court, or that the rights of the petitioners might be 
ascertained under the provisions of section 138 of the 
Act, or that, at any rate, the petitioners might have 
leave to use the names of the Imperial Bank, or of the 
liquidators, in any proceedings which they might think 
Proper to institute. This petition was dismissed by the 





Master‘of the’ Rolls; and ‘the’ petitioners appealed?’ The: 
matter was then argued at great length before'the Lords 
Justices, and they thought that the petition had been 
properly dismissed, so far as if sought to have the volun-' 
taty winding-up' made subject to the supervision of the 
Court, but in other respects they directed the petition to 
stand over, giving ‘leave to the petitioners to use the: 
namesiof the company or of the liquidators in any pro- 
ceedings which they might be advised to take for the 
purpose of impeaching the amalgamation, the petitioners 
undertaking to abide by any’ order which the Court' might 
make as te costs which might result from such proceed- 


ings. 

With regard to making the voluntary winding-up sub- 
ject to the supervision of the Court, Lord Justice Turner 
observed—“ I am of opinion that this petition ‘was pro- 
perly dismissed. But it may be right for me to say that 
I am by no means satisfied that the liquidators appointed 
for the purposes of the voluntary winding-up were proper 
persons to be’ appointed to that office, and I am even less 
satisfied with the accounts rendered by these liquidators. 
They were, however, appointed by the company, and the 
petition contains no allegation in any way impeaching 
their conduct, and I desire it to bé understood as my 
opinion, that in these cases the Court ought not to pro- 
ceed upon affidavits as to facts which are not in’ issue,” 
As to the order for'n compulsory winding-up which was 
asked, his Lordship said—“ There was much argument at 
the bar upon the question of the validity or invalidity of 
the amalgamation of these companies, and ‘upon’ several 
matters bearing upon that question, but, in my opinion, 
this is not a point we can decide in this jurisdiction.’ It 
cannot, I think, be properly decided in the absence of the 
Bank of Hindustan, who are in no way represented be-- 
fore us.” . . “Tf the resolutions for the voluntary 
winding-up of this company had stood apart from the 
amalgamation, I should have thought that the petition 
ought to have been dismissed upon this point also. But 
the resolutions for winding-up the company voluntarily 
and for amalgamation are'plainly parts of the same trans- 
action, and if the resolution cannot stand as to one part 
of the transaction, neither, I think, can it stand as tothe 
other part of it, and if it cannot stand as to either, the 
petitioners, as it seems to me, will have a sufficient case 
for an order to wind up this company compulsorily. As 
to this part of the case, therefore, I cannot go the length 
of saying that this petition ought to have been dismissed. 
My opinion is that, as to this first point, the petition ought 
to have been ordered to stand over until it can be seen 
whether the petitioners can successfully impeach the 
amalgamation, a question'which cannot be decided in 
this jurisdiction.” J 

From these cases, we think, it may be regarded as clearly 
settled that so far as the contributories of a company, con- 
stituted under the Act of 1862, ‘are concerned, the Court 
will not interfere with a voluntary : winding-up, duly re- 
solved upon by a majority of the contributories as pro- 
vided by the Act, except in a very strong case, such as 
fraud upon the dissentient minority of contributories, or 
special circumstances, showing that the power of a 
majority was being used in an unjust or oppressive manner. 
Such a case for the interference of the Court, if it exist, 
must be clearly aud distinctly alleged in the petition, as 
clearly and distinctly as would be necessary in a bill in a 
ease under the ordinary jurisdiction of the Court, and 
the allegations must be established by proper evidence. 

As regards creditors of the company, however, the case 
would be entirely different, and the Court would not be 
influenced in the exercise of its discretionary power to 
make an order for compulsory winding-up by the opinion 
of the contributories of the company, as evidenced by a 
refolution in favour of a voluntary winding-up. In the 
former case it may fairly be presumed that the majority 
of the contributories are the best judges of what will be 
for the interest of the contributories generally; in the 
latter case there is a natural presumption that the in- 
terests of the creditor may be totally different from those 
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of the debter, and in.that case,the Court) would consider 
that the creditor was the best judge of the most favour- 
able course for his interests, and would deem, in accord- 
ance with the usual course of English -law, that. the in- 
terests of the creditor. ought ,to be preferred to those of 
the debtor. . In the case; therefore, of a petition presented 
by.a creditor the Court..would. bein. no way, prevented 
from making an order for a compulsory winding-up by 
resolutions of the company in favour ofa voluntary 
ding-up. 

“ principal case is, also. important: as showing that 
the statutory, jurisdiction of the Court does not apply to 
acts of the directors, or of the majority of the contribu- 
tories of the company, which are alleged.to be ultra vires, 
when, in order to set aside such; acts,.it. would-be neces- 
sary. to interfere with the rights of third parties. Ina 
case of that kind those third parties must be brought be- 
fore the Court by means of a bill, but permission. to’ file 
such a bill, and liberty to use the names of the com- 
pany, or of its liquidators, will be given to a minority of 
contributories upon a petition presented under the statu- 
tory jurisdiction, if a proper case be shown. The Court 
will, however, put. the persons asking such permission 
upon.such terms as it may.deem.right and equitable, and 
pending such proceedings the petition will be ordered to 
stand over, 

This course has been taken by the Master of the Rolls 
in a very,recent.case—Jn re The Vinancial Corporation, 
10,Sol. Jour, 636, There a, petition for winding-up the 
company was presented by a shareholder. An arrange- 
ment had been made for an amalgamation with another 
company called the Oriental Commercial Bank, and a 
voluntary winding-up. was resolved upon. — Difficulties 
arose; in. carrying out. the .arrangemert,..and the 
corporation, at the instance of. the liquidators, afterwards 
passed resolutions in favour of.a compulsory winding-up, 
and the petition was accordingly presented, Previously 
to this a large shareholder in the corporation had filed a 
bill to. impeach the. amalgamation. The petition was 
opposed by the Bank. . The-Master of the Rolls, expressly 
upon. the authority, of the two cases we have already 
commented on, ordered that the petition should stand 
over generally, with liberty to apply to the Court in case 
the suit to impeach the amalgamation should not be 
duly. prosecuted. But for the existence of that suit his 
Lordship said that he should have ordered the petition to 
stand over, with liberty to take proceedings to impeach 
the amalgamation.* 








COMMON LAW. 


MASTER AND AND SERVANT. 
Uninin Appellant, v. Clarke, Respondent, Q. B., 14 W. 
R. 688. 

The Act of 4 Geo. 4, c. 84, presents one of those 
anomalies in the law which require considerable altera- 
tion to adapt them to modern views of expediency and 
justice, and the defect has in this instance been recently 
brought prominently into notice in the principal case, 
though by no means for the first time. Living in an 
age when the relative social positions of masters and 
servants are far different from those of fifty years since, 
we look upon it as, primd faci# at least, unfair that a 
servant should be criminally liable to his master for 
breach of his contract of service, while the servant has 
only a civil remedy for a breach of the same contract by 
the master. We have already,t however, discussed the 
general question to which we have alluded, and have no 
present intention of re-opening the controversy; but we 
desire to call attention to the new phase of the remark- 
able inequality of position above indicated, caused by the 
judgment of the majority of the Court in the principal 
case, and partioularly to invite some examination of the 


His Lordship has since made a compulsory winding-up “order in 
this case, on the petition of a ereditor.—Ep. S. J. 
t 10 Sol, Juur, 2, 





judgment of Mr. Justice Shee, and his reason for differ- 
ing from the other judges in his view of the case. 

The defendant had entered into a contract with the - 
plaintiffs to work for them at acertain rate of wages for 
two years, Having absented himself from his work he 
was committed to prison under the Act before mentioned 
for twenty-one days. On coming out of prison hisem- 
ployers called. upon him to fulfil his contract, but this he 
refused to do, declaring that he considered that his former 
conviciion had discharged him from the contract. The 
magistrates refused to convict a second time, being in 
doubt as to the true bearing of the law, and the plaintiffs .. 
now appealed to this Court. On the question raised, viz., 
whether a workman who has once been convicted :of 
breaking his contract by refusing to work, and “has 
suffered the punishment for so doing, can be again con- 
victed for another breach, consisting of a continued re- 
iterated refusal to work—Blackburn and Mellor, J.J., were 
in favour of the appellants, and considered the work- 
man’ ought to have been convicted, but Shee, J., 
arrived at .the opposite conclusion, on the ground 
that the man could not be punished more than once. for 
an absence if he bad not in the meantime re-entered on 
the-fulfilment.of his contract. That is to say, that: the 
absence from his work was one continuvus breach of his 
contract, namely, the breach for which he had been 
already punished by his first: conviction. 

Now it must be observed that the expression “absent 
himself from his service” on which Mr. Justice Shee 
lays so much stress, is not the only one used in the third 
section of the Act as implying a breach of contract; it 
goes on to say if he shall “ neglect to fulfil” his contract 
he shall be punishable by imprisonment with hard labour. 
Moreover, the magistrates are further empowered to abate 
“a proportionable part of his wages” during his im- 
prisonment, or in lieu of such imprisonment and abate- 
ment of wages, to abate the whole or any part of 
his wages, or “to discharge the workman from his 
contract.” Obviously this implies that the contract 
still remains a contract if not discharged by the magis- 
trates; and the bund fide belief (which the respondent 
in the principal case appears to have entertained) that 
the conviction of itself discharged the contract, could 
scarcely be recognised by our courts as a plea in defence 
by a workman who has “declared he would not work and 
would rather go to prison.” In the particular case it 
seems that the defendant intended to carry out the con- 
tract if the rate of wages had continued favourable to 
him; but that when he found others about him obtaining 
a higher rate of pay he determined to break his agreement 
and avowed the intention of profiting by that act to get rid 
of the service altogether. The Act, however, evidently con- 
templates the completion of the contract after the termina- 
tion of the imprisonment; first, because it gives power to 
discharge the contract, thereby showing that th> conviction 
does not do so ‘ipsw facte; and, secondly, because it gives 
power to suspend the wages during imprisonment, thereby 
inferring their re-commencement at its termination. 
But if the contract be not discharged by the conviction 
we are reduced to the dilemma of allowing that the work- 
man can, at the expiration of his term of imprisonment, 
revive or discharge the contract as he pleases, by return- 
ing or refusing to return to his work, which would be 
simply absurd; or, on the other hand, that he is punish- 
able repeatedly, so long as he continues to absent him- 
self and neglects to fulfil that which he has bound himself 
to perform. Whether there ought not to be a legislative 
maximum of punishment for the breach of any one con- 
tract, if; indeed, the whole law does not require re- 
modelling, is a matter not within the scope of our pre- 
sent inquiry. 





Some idea of the extent to which “ bearing” has been carried 
on on the Stock Exchange may be formed (says the City article 
of the Post) from the fact that notices are posted for buying in 
shares against the sellers, for non-delivery, in no less than sixty- 
four ditterent companies. 
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REVIEW. 

Studies in Roman Law, with comparative views of the Laws 
of France, England, and Scotland. _By Lonp MACKENZIE, 
one of the Ju of the Court of Session in Scotland. 
Second edition. William Blackwood & Sons, Edinburgh 
and London. 1865. 4 
Scotch lawyers usually enjoy a great felicity of exposition, 

which, however, we need cae add, is as much lost. to 

us as if their vernacular were still Gelic. For anythin 

more unintelligible to ‘‘Southron” ears than Scotch lega 
terminology can hardly be conceived. Scotchmen, how- 
ever, are more tenacious of their customs than they are of 
their domiciles ; and we may therefore despair of finding for 
many years to come any approach to the assimilation of 
the laws of both countries. Where, therefore, there are ideas 
peculiar to the Law of Scotland, we must expect peculiar 
technical terms to match: but where the idea to be expressed 
is common to the whole island, it surely would be a blessing 
for the Scotch themselves to abolish such special phrase- 
ology as ‘‘condescendence,” ‘‘reponing note,” ‘‘tailzies 
irritant and resolutive,” and the rest; and, to adopt the 
corresponding terms (not, we admit, intrinsically any 
better), which obtain in England. 

Scotch law is thus to a great extent a sealed book to the 
general jurist, which is much to be regretted owing to 
the union of acuteness and judgment which several of 
their law writers display. Scotch metaphysicians rarely 

ive us anything very original; but they charm and 

‘ascinate by the distinct outline which they often impart, to 

the comparatively crude speculations of the Germans, though, 
indeed, they sometimes fall into the opposite error of too 
minute classifications. Their clearness of thought, how- 
ever, is everywhere conspicuous ; and this quality is com- 
mon to their writers of every 1ank. 

We have been led into these general observations on 
Scotch writers, owing to the extreme pleasure we have 
derived from an accurate examination of this work already 
indeed well known to us. Lord Mackenzie's work bears the 
same relation to Mr. Sandars’ edition of the ‘‘ Institutes” 
that any analytical outline does to a synthetical com- 
pendium on the same subject. It has, therefore, all the 
advantages of a philosophic concatenation of parts, while in 
Mr. Sandars’ work we find copious repetitions, and little 
or no consecutiveness of detail. This, indeed, is owing to 
the relation which his annotations bear to the text. 
Nor do we mean to decry his industry, on the contrary, his 
treatise has achieved a wide-spread and deserved reputation. 
We merely refer to the proportions of his structure, in 
order to throw into greater relief the philosophic merits of 
Lord Mackenzie’s work. 

A perusal of this treatise or any part thereof cannot but 
afford much pleasure to any one possessing any degree of 
juristical taste. The author’s ‘Exposition of the Roman 
Law, with comparative views of the laws of France, 
England, and Scotland” is, of course, the most valuable 
portion of the work ; indeed, it is a matter of some surprise 
to practical persons, the cuz bono of learned disquisitions on 
archaic systems of law without any application of their 
principles to modern states of society and rules of law. An 
essay on the design exhibited on the stricture of the mega- 
therium is of use to the practical anatomist only by showing 
the connexion between the development of animal organi- 
zation in early and in modern times. But the philosopher 
who expounds an old system by the light of a new one, or, 
vice versd, applies the torch of modern philosophy to illu- 
mine the hidden treasures of antiquity, proceeds on that 
practical @ posteriori method which is always sure to be 
productive of something useful, even though i+ may labour 
under certain defects. 

The chapter on marriage is especially interesting at the 
present time, as a royal commission is holding an inquiry 
into our own laws of marriage. We regret that Lord 
Mackenzie has not honoured us with his own opinions on 
the subject of divorce, and as to whether the wife should 
have the same rights to sue as the husband. Indeed, the 
only drawback to this treatise is that the author is sparing 
of his own opinions. But a truly refined intellect must 
underlie the clear thought we find everywhere exhibited 
throughout this treatise, and we recommend the learned 
author, should he be able and willing to favour us with a 
fresh edition, to supply us liberally with a copious supply 
of his own opinions on all the moot questions of the time. 





COURTS. 


EXCHEQUER CHAMBER. 
PRACTICE OF THE CouRT. 

June 19.—Mr. Justice Blackburn said he had again to 
complain that the paragraphs in the paper-books were not 
numbered; the Masters should attend to the rules. 

Mr. Justice Willes said that on future occasions, if the 
paragraphs were not numbered, the Court would take no 
notice of the facts. He hoped publicity would be given to 
these observations. 

MIDDLESEX SESSIONS. 
(Before W. H. Bopx1y, Esq., Assistant-Judge.) 

June 19.—On the case of Captain Temple, charged with in. 
decent assault, being called on, the accused, who had been out 
on bail, did not answer. A warrant was issued for his appre- 
hension, and on the officer going to the sureties they said 
they knew nothing of Captain Temple or where he was, and 
that they had received the money and entered into the recog. 
nisances ‘‘as a matter of business.” One was a furniture 
dealer in Princes-street, Leicester-square, and the other a 
cheesemonger in Portland-street, Soho. 

The Court transferred the warrant to another officer. 


GUILDHALL POLICE COURT. 
(Before Aldermen BesLry and ALLEN). 

June 21.—Mr. Sleigh, on behalf of Mr. Charles Hastings 
Collette, of the firm of Prichard & Collette, soliciiors, ob- 
tained a summons against Mr. Joseph Henry Batty, the 
publisher of the Churchman newspaper, for a libel contained 
in a review of a book of his called ‘‘Dr. Newman and his 
Religious Opinions.” 


GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE, 


Tue ‘‘ Leisure Hovr.” 

No doubt your readers are aware of the existence of a go- 
ciety called the ‘‘ Religious Tract Society;” hitherto cha. 
racterized by a most meritorious zeal for furthering the 
interests of true religion and morality ; in fact, until now, 
to say that any book was published by, or under the sanction 
of, this institution, was considered a guarantee for its ex. 
cellence. The society would, however, appear about to 
occupy a new field, and while heretofore it has taught the 
public the ways of virtue, in order that the education of the 
said public may be complete, to have entered upon the task 
of teaching the ways of vice. One of its publications is 
called the ) Pad Hour, and in the June number occur an 
article or two entitled ‘‘Stock Exchange Notes ;” it is of 
these articles 1 am about to write in support of my rosition. 
As an old lawyer, I thought I was ‘‘up to a trick or two,” 
and the writer of ‘‘Stock Exchange Notes” seems quite 
willing to give the whole profession credit for being so, for 
in the course of his paper, among other compliments with 
which he favours us, he pertinently and flatteringly speaks 
of ‘‘the plunder power of the legal rogue.” But really I 
feel that i was a ‘‘babe” before I profited by the instruction 
contained in these said ‘‘ Notes.” I knew a little about 
‘*joint-stock companies,” for instance; but unless I had 
been legitimately applied to, I am not sure that I could have 
managed the ‘‘ getting up” one if I had tried. Now, how- 
ever, thanks to the Leiswre Hour and the talented professor 
the author of ‘‘Stock Exchange Notes,” I know that, in 
business of this kind, my advertisement should be ‘‘a mere 
figure of speech ;” I should keep back the shares which I 
have stated have been sold ; I should allot them to people 
at a distance, and to “‘ widows, single women, ‘divines,’ 
schoolmasters, and retired tradesmen, rather than to wide- 
awake Londoners.” I know, too, how to ‘‘rig the market,” 
so as to draw money from the pockets of the public by a 
‘*foul deception,” and if money runs short, I know where 
to find ‘‘Mr. Moses,” so as to be able to ‘‘ bag my promo- 
tion money.” I know, also, through the same effective 
teaching, how to ‘‘draw” directors, and if I see one espe- 
cially desirable, how to ‘‘mark and hunt down” the ‘good 
man,” he being ‘‘all the while utterly unconscious of the 
designs” I have against him: of all which highly useful 
accomplishments I have hitherto been as ignorant as I am 
now of the meaning of ‘‘ hawking the tip,” in the purlieus 
of some sporting ‘‘ken,” or of the method of ‘‘marking the 
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game at a billiard-table in Leicester-square,” but with 
which occupations our talented writer appears to be ac- 


quainted. ’ 

Now, while I desire to tender the author of ‘‘ Stock Ex- 
change Notes” my very best thanks for his valuable lessons 
in his own peculiar department, 1 really must object that 
he should, in his endeavour to eduvate the community, 
trespass on my own peculiar province, and put an end to 
what I suppose he would call ‘the little game” 1 have 
for so many years practised, to the benefit alike of myself 
and my clients ; and that he does this I proceed to show. 
In his first paper, which he entitles ‘‘What to do with one’s 
Money,” he has the following observations :—‘‘In the case 
of a mortgage, it mee chance, as it has chanced ‘over and 
over again, that the property which ought to be your 
guarantee is fuund, when too late, to have had previous liens 
upon it—perhaps amounting to its full value—before you 
advanced your money upon the security of it, and instead 
of £4 per cent., you get £1 or you get none, and your 
capital is gone ; and it is quite possible that your lawyer, 
who transacted the business solely with a view to his own 
fees and charges, has vanished with it.” I should like to 
know what we are all to do with such a talented well-informed 
writer as an antagonist. We all know the facility with 
which we can obtain several mortgages upon the same pro- 
perty, and what an excellent branch of our business it is to 
abscond with our clients’ money ; but if this writer’s lucu- 
en are to appear in print, these things will be impos- 
sible. 

In sober truth, sir, I think it is not to be endured that the 
compilers of any publication should permit a contributor to 
its pages to slander a whole profession with such flippancy ; 
and I have not the slightest doubt that the committee of 
the very valuable society which publishes the Leiswre Hour 
will, upon seeing this letter in print, deeply regret that 
they should have inserted so unjustifiable a passage, con 
taining a reflection, at once so sweeping and so false, with 
reference to an honourable profession, as the one I have just 
quoted, G. 


. 


CRIMINAL PRoceDURE. 

Sir,—In answer to the inquiry of your correspondent 
‘Another Clerk of Indictments,” 1 can only say that I am 
unaware of the existence of any practical work on indict- 
ments. ‘*Archbold’s Pleading and Evidence in Criminal 
Cases” (an edition of which has been published since the 
Criminal Law Consolidation Acts cameinto operation) will, no 
doubt, be of assistanee to your correspondent if he is not 
already acquainted with it, as it contains numerous forms 
and some practical directions. The value of that work is so 
fully recognised by the profession that it is unnecessary for 
me to make any observation upon it ; but it does not profess 
to be what your correspondent asks for. 

A CLERK OF INDICTMENTS. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


_ WALTER Pierce, of Liverpool, Solicitor, to be a Commis- 
sioner for taking Affidavits in the Courts of Queen’s Bench 
and Common Pleas. 








PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Tuesday, June 19. 
Tue MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR laid on the table a bill to improve 
the administration of justice in the Court of Chancery. At 
present, although the Master of the Rolls was the equity 
Judge next in rank to the Lord Chancellor, there was an 
appeal from his judgments to the Lords Justices. By this 
bill he proposed that as soon as a lord justiceship was vacant 
the Master of the Rolls should become a lord justice, and, 
that another vice-chancellor should be appointed in his place. 

The bill was then read a first time. 





Pending Measures of Wegislation. 
LANDED Esrates Court (IRELAND) BILL. 


_ This bill, which bears the names of the Attorney and Soli- 
citor-General for Ireland, and of Mr. Fortescue, reduces the 
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number of the judges of the Landed Estates Court to two, 
and provides, in the event of any difference of opinion 
arising as to any proposed rule or order, that the Lord 
Chancellor shall determine the same. ll rules signed by 
him and by one of the judges only shall be valid. There 
is a change of stamp duties proposed. If the value of an 
estate sold, or of which title is judicially declared, be 
not more than £10,000, for every £100 of value a duty 
of 10s. (as at present) shall be paid. If over £10,000 
value, then for every additional £100 of value over 
£10,000 a further duty of 5s. shall be paid. For every 
partition, exchange, or division of land made by the Court 
without a sale, a uniform duty of 2s. 6d. per £100 of value 
shall be chargeable. The business of the Record of Titles 
Office is to be discharged by a functionary called a recorder 
of titles, who is to have £1,000 salary, to hold his office 
during good behaviour, and to be removable by the joint 
order of the judges, with the sanction of the Lord Chancellor, 
for reasonable cause, to be in the order expressed. The 
bill proposes to appoint Mr. R. D. Urlin, the examiner of 
the late Judge Hargreave, the first recorder of titles nnder 
this Act. The future appointment to the office is to lie 
with the Lord-Lieutenant, and be given either to a barrister 
of ten years’ standing, or a person who has served some office 
in the Landed Estates Court for ten years. The recorder of 
titles is to be considered an examiner to wind up the business 
pending in the chambers of the deceased judge, and to act 
as examiner as the judges shall direct. Any examiner, also, 
during his temporary absence, may act as recorder of titles. 
The Lord-Lieutenant may, in the case of a vacancy, consoli- 
date the offices of registrar and recorder of titles. This is 
the bill to which Judge Longfield objects, not only on account 
of the reduction of the number of judges, but from other 
reasons. , 











IRELAND. 


INVESTMENT OF CHANCERY Funps. 

The existing practice in the Court of Chancery affords a 
ground of grievance to the Dublin stockbrokers, of which 
they are again complaining loudly. It seems the business of 
the Court has hitherto been confined to six stockbrokers : the 
rest of the profession claim that it should be thtown open to 
the whole body of stockbrokers, each solicitor to be at liberty 
to employ whom he may please. The favoured six seek for 
compensation. The commercial article of The Freenan’s 
Journal says :—‘‘There is no reason for preventing the 
public from employing whom they please, and they may be 
trusted in their selection, while the agcumulation of a large 
amount of orders in one hand may often be detrimental to 
one class of holders, sometimes to buyers, sometimes to 
sellers.” 

Tue Mercer or Lesser CriMEs IN GREATER. 

The Court of Qneen’s Bench gave judgment on Tuesday 
week last, on an application made on the previous day, for a 
writ of prohibition to stop a court-martial which, for several 
days past, has been sitting for the trial of a colour-sergeant of 
the 53rd Regiment, on an accusation of being a member of the 
Fenian conspiracy. The prisoner had in March last been 
committed for trial at the commission before the civil autho- 
rities, but he was removed from prison by a military guard, 
and on the 28th May, brought before a court-martial on a 
charge of knowing of an intended mutiny and not aisclosin 
it to his superior officer. The evidence was such as woul 
support a charge of treason-felony, and counsel (Messrs. 
Buit, Q.C., and MeMechan) contended that, as-the offence 
under the Mutiny Act had really merged in that of high 
treason, of which it was not competent for the military 
tribunal to take cognizance, the jurisdiction in the case was 
at an end, and the case should be transferred to the civil 
tribunals. In time of peace, it was said, the military autho- 
rities could not try a soldier for mutiny, because the mutiny 
took place in pursuance of treason; the prisoner ought not 
to be deprived of the safeguards which would be thrown 
round his life on a trial for treason. The Court were una- 
nimous in refusing to grant even a conditional order. 








THE Enp or THE War-uorses.—The famous Confederate 
cruisers Tallahassee and Sumter were sold on Thursday week last, by 
order of the United States Consul, at Liverpool. The Tallahassee 
(now the Chameleon) was knocked down for £6,400, and the Sumter 
(now the Gibralzar) for £1,150. The two steamers have been 
for some time idly lying in the Liverpool Docks. 
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COLONIAL TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


UPPER CANADA, 


QUEEN’s BencH.—MiLLER v, THE CORPORATION OF THE 

° TownsHip oF NortH FREDERICKSBURGH.* 

C. 8. U. C. ch. 54, sec. 3837—Limitation of actions. 

The Municipal Act, sec. 337, provides that actions against a 
municipal corporation for not repairing highways must be 
brought ‘‘ within three months after the damages have been 
sustained.” 

The plaintiff's mare fell through a bridge, and died four 
months after from the injuries received. Held, that the 
statute began to run from the occurrence of the accident, not 
Srom the death. 

Appeal from the county court of Lennox and Addington. 

This action was brought on the 6th of May, 1865, against 
the Municipality of North Fredericksburgh, for the loss of 
the plaintiff’s mare, which fell through a hole in a bridge 
on the Mohawk Bay road, on the O7th of November, 1864, 
and died on the 23rd of March, 1865, from the injuries 
received. 

It was objected at the trial that the action was not brought 
within three months after the damages had been sustained, 
according to section 337 of the Municipal Act, Con. Stats. 
U. C. ch. 54, 

The learned judge held at the trial, and afterwards in 
term, that the three months began to run from the death. of 
the mare and not from the occurrence of the injury, and 
that her value was to be considered at the time of her death, 
horses having risen considerably in market value in the 
interval; and a rule nisi obtained to enter a nonsuit was 
discharged. 

On these points the defendants appealed. 

Moss, for the appellants, cited Patterson v. The Great 
Western Railway Company, 8 U. C. C, P. 89; Turner y. The 
Corporation of Brantford, 13 U. C. C. P. 109; Snure v. The 
Great Western Railway Company, 13 U. C. Q. B. 376; 
Moison v. The Great Western Railway Company, 14 U. C. 
Q. B. 109; Vanhorn v. The Grand Trunk Railway Company, 
18 U. C. Q. B. 356; Brown v. The Brockville and Ottawa 
Railway Company, 20 U. C. Q. B. 202; Whitehouse v. 
Fellowes, 10 C. B. N.S. 784; Con. Stats. C. c. 66, s.. 83. 

Gwynne, Q.C., contra.—The statute expressly makes defen- 
dants responsible for ‘‘ all damages” sustained, and this is 
not carried into effect, if the action must be brought. before 
the whole extent of the injury is known or has been suffered, 
as the appellants contend for. He cited, Roberts v. Read, 16 
East. 215; Gillon v. Boddington, Ry. & Moo. 161, s.c.1C.& P. 
541; Mayne on Damages, 37. 

Hagarty, J., delivered the judgment of the Court. 

The words of the section are, ‘‘and the corporation shall 
be civilly responsible for all damages sustained by any person 
Wy reason of such default,” (i.2., default in repairing), ‘‘ but 
the action must be brought within three months after the 
damages have been sustained.” 

The case of Bonomi v. Backhouse, BE. B, & E.622,7 W. R. 
667, Telied on in the court below, established, in the words of 
the judgment of the Exchequer Chamber, that ‘‘no cause of 
action accrued from the mere excavation by the defendant 
in his own land, so long as it caused no damage to the 
plaintiff; and that the cause of action did accrue when the 
actual damage first occurred.” E, B. & E. 659; and in the 
House of Lords, 9 H. L. Cas. 503. 

In such a case we think the same rule would apply, 
whether the words creating the linitation were “from the 
accruing of the action,” or, as in the case in appeal, ‘after 
the damages have been sustained.” No wrongful act was in 
fict done till the damage accrued. 

In the case before us, defendants were answerable in 
damages to parties injared by their neglect to perform a 
statutable duty, namely, the keeping in repair Hs bridge. 
No cause of action vests in any person against them for 
damages till an injury is sustained by their default. As soon 
a6 the mare was injured by falling or stepping into the hole 
in the bridge, the plaintifi’s cause of action was complete. 
His damages were then sustained, in the words of the statute. 
The subsequent death of his mare was merely an additional 
evidence of the extent of his damages, and in our judgment 
cannot be held “a sustaining of damage” in the view of 

he statute. 

Mr. Gwynne, in his ingenious argument, admitted that an 


* From the Upper Canada Law Journal. 





action might be — immediately after the aecident,:and 
that'a recovery would -be a bar to all future actions, ' even: if 
it were erroneously thought that the mare would completely 
recover, and her'subsequent death would give no additional 
claim. 

In a case like this, there is no question of what is called 
“*eontinuing damage,” as in the case of a nuisance, or the 
diversion of a stream or penning’ back of water, which from 
‘day to day is occasioning injury, and for which a fresh action 
may be daily instituted. Here all connection between the 
cause and the injury, all injurious action by defendantsagainst 
the plaintiff, ceases from the happening of the accident. The 

laintiff has sustained the whole of his damages; his mare is 
fatally injured. ‘The damage is not the less because he does 
not know its full extent, or because (if he sue before her 
death) his witnesses may not speak with certainty as to:the 
fatal character of the injury, or beeause other witnesses for 
defendants may declare that she will recover, and regain all 
her former vigour and usefulness. 

It seems to us a misconception to speak of the death of the 
mare, at an interval of three, six, or nine’ months after the 
accident, as the ‘sustaining of the damage” mentioned in 
the act. 

It is quite true that requiring the action to be brought 
within three months from the cause of action may create 
more difficulty in duly proving the proper measure of damage, 
This cannot be avoided. It is a difficulty occurring in 
numerous cases; for assault and battery, injuries (not fatal) 
in public conveyances, &c. Contradictory testimony is 
frequently adduced as to' the temporary or pernament cha- 
racter of the alleged injury; but the damage, be it small or 
great, has been sustained by the plaintiff as against the 
defendants by the oecurrence of the unlawful act of commis- 
sion or omission. However difficult to prove, it has been 
sustained; the effects of the injury may be developing them- 
selves very slowly and perhaps obscurely. : ‘ 

If the view of the Court below be law, it will deprive 
municipalities of the special protection given them by the 
statute, and extend the period of limitation indefinitely until 
three months after, not the default causing the injury, but 
the ultimate developement of its effects by the death of the 

rson.or animal the subject of such injury. 

We think the appeal must be allowed, and the rule to 
enter a ponsuit, on ths leave reserved, be made absolute. 

It is not necessary to discuss the question of value. 

Appeal allowed. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 
METROPOLITAN AND PROVINCIAL LAW ASSO. 
CIATION. 


PROFESSIONAL REMUNERATION, * 

There are few subjects which are more distasteful to pro- 
fessional men than the consideration of a fair and reasonable 
allowance for duties performed and services rendered. That 
the labourer is worthy of his hire; whatever may be his 
vocation, is an admitted axiom universally received by all 
civilized communities ; and attorneys and solicitors, whose 
services are most valuable, ought not to be excluded the 
benefit of this universal rule. That they are so will be 
admitted by all sound thinking minds, and the causes 
which have led to this unjust state of things may not un- 
fairly be considered by this society, composed as it is of the 
leading members of the profession throughout the country. 

In July last died Richard Thornton, Esq., of the City of 
London, Merchant and Underwriter, whose personal estate 
was sworn under £2,800,000, and who died possessed of free- 
hold and copyhold estates of large value. This gentleman was 
educated at Christ's Hospital, London, to which charity, in 
recognition for the benefits conferred upon him, he left by his 
will a legacy of £5,000, That he started life with moderate 
means may be inferred from, the fact that he received his 
education at the expense of a public charity. The extra- 
ordinary fortune of this gentleman, amassed in a few years, 
called forth no particular public observation, aud the cir- 
cumstance was received by the community as a matter of 
course occurrence with which the public mind was familiar, 
and was no unusual thing amongst the merchant princes of 
England. 

In the same month of July appeared in the Times news- 


* A paper read before the suciety at their last annual mecting by 
J. Turner, Esq., of Carey-street, Solicitor. 
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paper the particulars of the complaint of Mr. Day, the 
master of the Lambeth Workhouse, made at the Lambeth 
Police: Court against James Nicholls, described as, a middle- 
respectable ‘many wearing the pauper uniform, and 
who was a solicitor, and had been in good practice, The 
complaint was that, this obdurate attorney, who partook of 
workhouse diet to:prevent death by starvation, after having 
been engaged eight hours a-day in picking oakam,.had (as 
expressed. in the language of the complainant) refused to 
ive the benefit of his superior abilities and education, by 
is king to the book-keeping ; and that he had also refused 
an appointment of £10 a year offered to him, with the 
approbation of the guardians, for which latter offence he 
had been locked wp:in a separate department kept for re- 
fractory paupers, but without producing that penitential 
frame of mind necessary to convince him (as expressed by 
Mr. Day) that ‘* should not be choosers.”’ 

The contrast which this'case presents with that of the 
rich Mr. Thornton is a most painful one. Of the two 
men, Mr. Nicholls »-was, probably, the superior in educa- 
tion, in ability, and in. everything which makes the 
character of a gentleman, but the difference of yocation, and 
the vast encouragement given to trade by the laws passed 
during the last thirty years, and the great injury done to 
the profession by laws of an opposite tendency, led to the 
extraordinary difference in result to which I have adverted : 
in the one case a life of luxury and independence, and the 
amassing of vast riches; and in the other the penury of a 
workhouse, and the labour assigned to pawpers and felons. 

In the history of England no instance is recorded of a 
lawyer leaving such an enormous fortune behind him as that 
of Mr. Thornton, and if. sueh an event were to occur, not 
only would every newspaper in the kingdom make the fact a 
subject of special comment, but every novelist would malign 
our body with fictitious stories of rascality, and urge on the 
attention of Parliament the, propriety of passing a law to 
prevent so unnatural an accumulation of wealth, | But 
while no complaint is likely to be heard of vast wealth 
made by merchants and manufacturers, and Ido not com- 
plain.of it, yet complaint may fairly be made: of the laws 
passed as measures: of reform, the effect of which has been 
greatly to reduce the emoluments, and lessen the profits. of 
attorneys, without providing an equivalent compensation. 
Of all the measures so passed none haye been so mischievous 
and so detrimental to attorneys, as the Act for the Estab- 
lishment of County Courts. 

In a paper which I had the honour of reading to this 
society at its annual meeting, held at Leicester in September, 
1863, I pointed out,the enormous expense.to the country of 
these courts, and*how harshly their procedtre-operated upon 
the poor, the persons professedly intended to be benefitted 
by their establishment.. In the discussion which followed, 

r. Warmington, of Dudley, mentioned the case of one 
plaintiff in a county court who had at’ one time upwards of 
300° persons imprisoned: for small sums,’ and that on his 
death subscriptions were set on foot to defray the expense 
of a public: rejoicing, and that a banquet was given to cele- 
brate the death of this tyrant, who, but for the establish- 
ment of county courts, would have been powerless to inear- 
cerate ‘so many victims. T'afterwards made inquiry to test 
the accuracy of Mr. Warmington’s figures, and was informed 
by'the governors of the prisons mentioned by him, that the 
exact number of prisoners locked up at the suit of this one 
plaintiff was.542. 

The indignation of the meeting at the recital of the atro- 
cities + pam in the name of the law, and under the autho- 
rity of a modern law reform, could searcely have subsided 
before the meeting of the Social Science Congress held at 
Edinburgh, on the 17th of October, 1863. At this meeting 
Lord Brougham presided, and after referring to many law 
reforms which had been passed of late years, he singled out 
and eulogised the establishment of county courts in Eng- 
land as the fruits of his own exertions, borrowed from the 
Scotch system, and transplanted by him to England, as ** an 
inestimable blessing, whose benefits it would be impossible to 
exaggerate.” The noble lord, who thus proclaimed to the 
world the Ne ae advantages of county courts, was at one 
time Lord Chancellor of England, and from his world- 
wide fame his words were calculated to have great weight. 
It should be remembered, however, that this illustrious 

hilosopher and statesman had for so many years retired 
rom the profession of the law, that his opinion could only 
have been formed from the representations of other parties, 
who had, in their zeal for the new measure, omitted to 





inform his Lordship of the ica] evils it had ndered; 
and it's’ deeply to be otelda eed his “Lordship was “not 
better informed as to the merits of county courts. 

Had his Lordship applied to this society for information, 
he would have learnt that it was not the loss of sional 
businéss alone which: rendered these foreign tribunals un- 
ane with tae profession and withthe public... He would 

nave heard that the law of England had been indeed changed, 

and that, too, by his own pet measure; that it was in direct 
opposition to his early political call of ‘‘ equal law for rich 
and poor;” that tradesmen complained that under the old 
law they could get an attorney to recover their debts without 
trouble to them or their servants ;. that»time to them is as 
valuable as money, and yet, if they desire to recover a debt 
under £20, they are compelled to waste their time and go 
in person, or send a clerk, whose time is also valuable, to 
enter a plaint ina county court where everything is done 
by officials, and who always ask for money before anything 
is done; that they have then to leave their business to 
attend the hearing of the summons, and often find that 
something has not been done which ought to have been 
done, which creates fresh expense, fresh delay, and fresh 
trouble to them as suitors; that this new law prevents. their 
going to an‘attorney, who, under the old system, in ninety- 
nine cases out of every hundred obtained payment without 
any trouble to them; but now, owing to the provision: in 
the County Court Act, which deprives them of costs of suit 
in the superior courts unless the debtis over £20, they are 
practically deprived of the services of attorneys except: at 
the hearing, which in the superior court seldom became 
necessary. He would further have learnt that the splitting 
of England up into a number of petty jurisdictions was 
most atinoying, and that a vast amount of money in the 
shape of debt was given up by the trading community rather 
than submit to the trouble and loss of time .¢onse- 
quent on county court procedure. He would further 
have been informed that imprisonment for sums ‘under 
£20, kept alive solely for the benefit of the poor, 
and under which the artisan ‘may be taken from. his 
home and family to gaol, there to pass away his time in 
idleness, is not sept as a blessing, however boldly he 
may assert the contrary. These county court tribunals im- 
ported from Scotland, so injurious to’ the public and detri- 
mental to attorneys, have, in fact, received: so niany altera- 
tions and additions to divert popular indignation, that their 
utter inutility for the purposes originally avowed is clearly 
shown. — If the Act had been ‘what its author professed it to 
be no amendment would have been required, and the addi- 
tional jurisdiction conferred in bankruptcy, charitable trusts, 
probate of wills, protection’ to married women, and equit- 
able jurisdiction, are so many props to render a system 
otherwise unpopular, palatable. But every one of these 
measures, although valuable in themselves as rendering 
county courts useful, have been made at the expense of the 
profession. To enumerate all the measnres passed during 
the last thirty years injurious to attorneys, would extend my 
observations far beyond the limits allowed at these meetings, 
but their effect is not only to be'seen by the example given 
of the unfortunate Mr. Nicholls, but by the number of 
attorneys and solicitors in ont prisons throughout the coun- 
try, and by the bankruptcies of professional men, which are 
out of all proportion to the rumber of any other profession 
or calling, and mark most distinctly the change which has 
taken’ place in professional profits during the period to which 
I have referred; all these facts point to insufficient means 
to preserve the position of gentlemen, ‘by the exercise of 
grobesionil calling, and certainly this change has taken 
place without any fault of the attorneys. 

A well-known instance of the integrity of character, and the 
noble manner in which the adverse changes have been borne 
is, probably, within the knowledge of many ofyou. It is that 
of an honourable member of Parliament (whose name I with- 
hold lest it might give pain), who, finding the income from 
his business rapidly falling off, resolved to try one of the 
colonies as the place of his future professional career, where, 
at the time, the population was neither numerous nor 
wealthy. But the step was not taken until he was involved 
in debt, and, to avoid arrest, he took an open boat in the 
channel, and for three days and nights endured the dis- 
comforts incident to such a position before he met with the 
vessel in which his passage had been taken. In the new 
country selected by him he found that the scale of pro- 
fessional allowance was very different to that in England, 
and that the more liberal allowance was ungrudgingly paid 
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by a people less able to pay than the wealthy suitors in 
courts of justice in England. In a few years he realised a 
sufficient fortune to enable him te return to his native land, 
and his first act was to pay every creditor not only 203. in 
the pound, but also compound interest, which, as the debts 
had outrun the period of recovery fixed by the Statute of 
Limitations, was a most agreeable surprise to his creditors, 
and the conduct of this gentleman in this respect is, I hope, 
such as every member of our profession similarly cir- 
cumstanced would feel degraded if he did not follow. 

The adverse changes.in the law are not, however, the only 
means by which profits have been reduced. : 

It should always be borne in mind that it is in the very 
nature of fixed fees for the performance of duties, that in 
process of time they should become insufficient. In looking 
over the Records of the Leathersellers’ Company some years 
since, I was struck with the payment of a fee of 13s. 4d. 
paid to the Attorney-General, and 10s. to the Solieitor- 
General, by order of the Court of the company, from which 
I infer that these sums were then considered liberal allow- 
ances. Kither of these learned functionaries in the present 
day would be considerably astonished by the payment of 
such fees ; and their clerks would not unnaturally consider 
that some practical joke was intended, the fun of which 
they could not enter into, and yet this is precisely what has 
been done, and is done every day with attorneys. I select 
as an illustration the allowances in the Court of Chancery. 
The existing scale is based on the principle laid down in 
Lord Erskine’s order of 26th February, 1807, which is that 
the remuneration to solicitors shall be after the rate of 
6s. 8d. an hour—hence £2 a-day is the sum allowed where 
an entire day is consumed, and so in proportion for a less 
period, and all other allowances appear to be regulated by 
the same measure of payment by time. The principle is 
intelligible and.reasonable, and when the scale was introduced 
I have no doubt was liberal; but morethan fifty years have since 
passed away, during which period, from the increasing wealth 
of the country, the change in the price of provisions, and the 
difference in the value of money, circumstances have become 
so materially altered that the existing allowance is simply 
ridiculous. All persons who are familiar with church pro- 
perty must have been struck with the amount of reserved rent 
contained in «hurch leases, which appear to be more in the 
nature of quit reits or acknowledgments than actual rents, 
and yet these rents were a full rent in the reign of Queen 
Elizabeth, and the statutes passed enjoining the reservation 
of the ‘‘old and accustomed rent” were at the time bene- 
ficial measures, intended to preserve the full annual value 
of church property for the benetit of the Church. Time and 
the difference in the value of money worked the wondrous 
change, and the same causes have rendered the present scale 
of professional remuneration unjust and inexpedient. 

Such being the evils which at present beset the profession, 
I will now draw attention to the remedies which have been 
proposed to ameliorate the suffering caused by the changes 
to which I have adverted. 

One proposal which has been made, and which has re- 
ceived considerable professional support, is the abolition of 
the attorneys’ and solicitors’ certificate duty ; but this mea- 
sure, however just in itself, will afford no actual relief—at 
most it is a present of £6 or £9 a-year to an attorney, and a 
miserable make-shift for actual relief. The next measure 
which has been proposed was that by Lord Westbury, who 
introduced a bill into the House of Lords entitled ‘* An Act 
to amend the law relating to attorneys and solicitors,” a 
measure which, I have heard, received the sanction of the 
Incorporated Law Society—a circumstance, which if true, 
I exceedingly regret, as I cannot help thinking that they de- 
parted from their usual caution in giving such sanetion. The 
first clause of the bill proposed to render valid any contract 
between an attorney or solicitor and client as to remunera- 
tion, whether such remuneration contracted for should be 
greater or less than that to which such attorney or solicitor 
would otherwise be entitled. Any contract for receiving less 
than the present scale of remuneration is valid as the law 
now exists; and if it was intended to permit a greater 
amount of remuneration, it wasta clumsy and objectionable 
plan for doing au act of justice which ought to be rendered 
2 all the profession, without a special bargain with the 
chent, 

_The second clause authorised taxing-masters to exer- 
cise the functions of a jury, and to award interest on bills 
of costs delivered—a provision which is no doubt new, 
but the propriety of which may well be doubted; for by 





23 & 24 Vict. c. 127, s. 27, authority is given to the Court 
of Chancery to order payment of costs with interest at the 
rate of £4 per cent. per annum on taxed costs, to be paid out 
of the same fund, or in the same manner, as the amount of 
such costs. The proposal to give power to a taxing-master 
to add interest is an extension of this principle, and evi- 
dences the devices to obtain increased remuneration, which 
— to be dealt with by direct, and not by indirect legis- 
ation. | 

The third clause provided that an attorney being a trustee. 
or executor shall be entitled to charge for professional busi- 
ness done by him. The objection to this provision is that 
all attendances and matters relating to the trust, which, if 
the trustee were not an attorney would be free of cost, 
would, under the proposed enactment, be charged for as pro- 
fessional business, to the destruction of the trust estate. 

The fourth section provided that an attorney or solicitor may 
take security from his client for his future fees, charges, 
and disbursements, By the 23 and 24 Vict., c. 127, s. 28, 
authority is-given to all Courts of Justice to charge the 
property recovered, or preserved, by means of legal pro- 
ceedings, with payment of the costs, and to make orders for 
raising and payment of the costs out of the property, with a 
proviso that all conveyances and acts done to defeat, or 
which shall operate to defeat such charge, or right, shall, 
unless made to a bond fide purchaser for value, without 
notice, be absolutely void and of no effect. The necessity 
for any further enactment is not manifest, and the proposed 
provision is in direct opposition to the decision of Chief 
Baron Richards, in Pitcher v. Rigby, 9 Price 79; to that of 
Lord Eldon in Jones v. Tripp, Jac. 322 ; and to that of 
Lord Gifford in Williams v. Piggott, Jac. 598, which cases 
fully establish the propriety of the present rule. 

The proposed Act was rejected by the House of Lords on 
the second reading, and, as it was, would have been no relief 
from the evils under which the profession sutfers. I hope 
it will never again be introduced to the notice of Parlia- 
ment. 

Another om for relief is to give the taxing masters a 
discretion to allow a larger sum than the anthorized scale 
according to the care and skill bestowed on the business 
transacted, so that gentlemen who have struggled on in the 
profession for thirty or forty years barely sustaining their 
position, may have a more liberal allowance than the 
younger members who have only entered a few years. I 
cannot myself see the propriety of establishing any such rule, 
and the proposal is so entirely unpractical and illusory, that 
I trust it will never be seriously pressed. A taxing master 
would, if such were the law, find his duties most unpleasant 
and unsatisfactory. He would be continually disappointing 
one class, and being charged with partiality by another, until, 
in self-defence, he found that the only safe and proper thing 
to do was to disregard the presumed personal merits of the 
older members of the profession, who, by the increased 
number of clients who resorted to them over junior mem- 
bers, were sufficiently remunerated for their presumed extra 
skill, and allow to all alike without regard to experience. 

A proposal from this and other Law Societies to reconsider 
the sale of allowances to professional men, and which was 
favourably entertaind by Lord Westbury, is the last pro- 
posal to which I desire to draw attention. ‘The Incorporated 
Law Society took an active part in furtherance of this 
object, but Iam unacquainted with the extent of the pro- 
posed inerease of payment. The House of Lords, the Privy 
Couucil, and the Honse of Commons in fixing a scale for 
professional business transacted before them, appear to have 
considered that one guinea an hour is the proper sum for 
attendance, instead of the antiquated 6s, 8d., and other 
charges are proportionately increased. The proposed 
increased scale of the Law Society was submitted to 
Lord Westbury, who referred it to three taxing masters, 
but as two of them had for many years held official 
positions, and must therefore have been strangers to the effect 
upon professional income of those changes in the Law 
to which I have adverted, it is not surprising that their 
report to his lordship did not altogether approve of the pro- 
posed increase recommended by the Law Society, and this 
difference of opinion prevented the issuimg of a general order 
upon the subject. ' 

The true remedy for the present injustice suffered by 
the profession is not by obtaining Acts of Parliament 
of doubtful utility, but by submitting their grievances 
to the consideration of the Chiefs of the Courts of Justice, 
whose duty it always has been to see that the officers and 
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ractitioners in their courts are adequately remunerated. 
Kot only the Lord Chancellor, brt also the common law 
judges, may fairly be asked to reconsider the scale of profes- 
sional allowance, which has become inadequate from changes 
made both in the procedure of the Courts, and in. the 
value of money. 1 think that this society is eminently 
qualified, by its representative character, to assist in pro- 
curing the alterations which have become necessary, and it 
affords me ‘sincere peseses to have had the present oppor- 
tunity of bringing the subject under your consideration, 


UNITED LAW CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 

The thirty-fourth anniversary festival of this meritorious 
institution was held on Friday evening last, at the Free- 
masons’ Tavern, under the presidency of the Honourable Mr. 
Justice Lush. 

The large room was crowded with guests, and the galleries 
were rendered animated by a numerous assemblage of ladies. 

Amongst those present were the Lord Chief Justice of 
England, the Honourable George Denman, Q.C., M.P., D. D. 
Keane, Esq., Q.C., J.J. Powell, Esq., Q.C., C, Milward, Esq., 
Q.C., Thomas Webster, Esq., Q.C., Dr. Cookson, W. Boyes, 
Esq., L. Crombie, Esq., Massey Dawson, Esq., H. Edwards, 

.» T. G. Groves, .» E. Kimber, noe H. Murray, Esq., 
> . Treherne, Esq., W. Trinder, Esq., S. Watson, Esq., and 
others. 

After the usual loyal and patriotic toasts had been enthusi- 
astically drunk, “atnng 

The CHAIRMAN rose to propose the toast of the evening— 
‘Prosperity to the United Law Clerks’ Society.” fis 
Lordship was received with tremendous cheering, at the con- 
clusion of which he said:—My Lord Chief Justice and 
gentlemen, this toast is emphatically called the toast of the 
evening, because it invites prosperity on that institution 
whose anniversary we are assembled to celebrate—The United 
Law Clerks’ Society, Gentlemem, the report and copy of 
which has been placed before you all, and which in the 
language of nist prius is taken to be read, leaves very little 
indeed for me to say in commendation of this institution. 
I have the honour to preside at its thirty-fourth anniversary. 
I was aware it had been in existence for some time, because 
I had been a humble contributor and an honorary member I 
suppose for several years, but I did not know that it had so 
long existed. I know not whether you have all read the 
report, but the details are most interesting. However, if 
we had not the facts therein contained to refer to for proof of 
the usefulness of this society, I need only appeal to the fact 
that at its thirty-fourth anniversary meeting, it possesses 
such an interest as to call together distinguished members of 
every branch of the legal profession, from the Lord Chief 
Justice down to that very meritorious class for whose benefit 
the society was originally set on foot. Itis a proud thing 
to. see, when an association like this is concerned, that 
every branch of the noble profession of the law can 
be so represented. Gentlemen, you may well suppose 
that I look with peculiar interest on a society like this, 
because I stand in a measure alone. I have passed through 
most of the grades of our profession myself; and the 
longer I have lived, and the more I have had to do with 
members of the profession of every class, the more I have 
learned to respect the integrity, the honour, and the noble 
qualities that belong to them. I suppose the greater number 
of the regular members of this society are clerks to solicitors. 
Nothing in the short course of my judicial experience has 
struck me so forcibly as the excellent qualities belonging to 
that useful class of society. I have had my measure of 
practice at judges’ chambers, and I have been struck with, 
and rejoiced at the candour, the truthfulness, the fidelity, 
the zeal, and the courtesy of that excellent class of men. 
I have never known a single instance in which anyone has 
attempted to impose upon me, Many of them have know- 
ledge of practice much beyond mine, and I have been greatly 
assisted by them; and I repeat that I have much admired 
the qualities of truthfulness in those persons who come before 
me in the capacity of solicitors’ clerks, especially when I 
remember the great responsibility they are under, and what 
means they haye of doing mischief, not only to their em- 
ployers, but to the clients of those employers. Speaking of 
another class who belong to this society, barristers’ clerks, 
I may well speak well of them, because neve been favoured 
with a most faithful one ; not more so, perhaps, than others, 
for, looking abroad amongst my learned brethren, I find 
clerks of most honourabie character. They fill a very 
peculiar relation ; they stand or fall with us ; they take the 





ups and downs of life with us ; they prosper if we prosper, 
they sink if we sink ; and it is rare that you hear of an 
instance of unfaithfulness. I say, therefore, as to both 
those branches, a more meritorious class does not exist, and 
Iam proud to find, because they deserve it, that they have, 
and I am sure they will continue to have the support of the 
inflyential members of the profession at large. I am proud 
to See so many here to-night celebrating this anniversary, 
proud to have had the honour of attending here, but I am 
proud ent to have the countenance of my distinguished 
chief. 1 hope he will pardon me for saying in his presence 
that he fills his high office with a degree of dignity, and 
brings to it a measure of talent and learning and con- 
scientious zeal, which have never been surpassed y his pre- 
decessors, and I cannot help taking advantage of the oppor- 
tunity to say that I trust we shall have him as our presidi 4 
chief for many years to come, to be an honour to the bene 
to which he belongs, to the profession of the law, and a 
patron, as he has long been, of this excellent institution. 
Gentlemen, my learned friends whom I see about me I would 
equally thank, and I am sure they feel as warm an interest 
in this institution as I do ; they have evinced it before, and 
lam persuaded they will feel that their interest with ours, and 
every other branch of the profession, consists in our warmly 
patronising institutions like this, which provides for those 
worthy servants of ours, whose income does not allow them 
to make provision for those emergencies which may overtake 
us all, and to meet which this society was specially instituted. 
I am sure it needs no words of commendation, but I ask you 
to join most heartily in drinking ‘‘ Prosperity to the United 
Law Clerks’ Society.” 

The Hon. George DENMAN, Q.C., M.P., in proposing the 
next toast said,—Gentlemen, the toast which has been as- 
signed to me is one that I have had the honour of proposing 
in this room before on occasions like the present. have 
always felt a little puzzled how to deal with the toast, be- 
cause the basis of -it is ‘‘ The patrons of this society,” and I 
have never been quite able to understand what is the limita- 
tion which is to be placed upon that phrase. In one sense 
I hope all of us who come here to show our goodwill to this 
most excellent institution, if we do not belong to it as mem- 
bers (which of course we cannot have the honour of doing), 
may be looked upon as patrons. If the rules are looked at 
it is found that particular names are mentioned which seem 
rather to limit the application to,some few individuals. 
However, as the toast is given to me, it places me under no 
difficulty whatever, because I have associated with it two 
persons whose names I need merely mention in this room in 
order to elicit from you approbation wnanimous and cordial. 
The toast that I propose is ‘‘ The Lord Chancellor, the Lord 
Chief Justice of England, and the other patrons of this 
society.” Gentlemen, of the Lord Chancellor I need not say 
much, because you all know his character. He is a man 
who has risen from the humblest ranks of the profession of 
a barrister, who began life as 2 man determined to win his 
way by his own merit; who travelled the sessions, who 
joined the circuit, and yet was an earnest practitioner at the 
Chancery Bar; who rose in due time to the high post of 
Solicitor-General, which he filled with honour; who after- 
wards became a common law judge, and sat in the Court of 
Exchequer for years, during which he won golden opinions 
of all men as a model of a patient, courteous, English judge, 
who afterwards went back to that branch of the profession 
in which he had the most practice, and became an admirable 

ains-taking and learned Vice-Chancellor, and whois now, 
or the second time, at the head of the profession where 
we all feel him to be an ornament, and one in whose 
hands the character of our profession and its honour are at 
all times perfectly safe. I have a special pleasure on this 
occasion to couple with this toast the name of that very great 
judge, that once most eloquent advocate, that man to whom 
we all looked up as the model of what an English advocate 
ought to be, and whom we now all admire as diligently, 
patiently, learned!y and courteously, and with the utmost 
efficiency he presides over the chief common law court of the 
kingdom—the Lord Chief Justice of England. He has 
shown, as the chairman has told you, his goodwill to the 
society, and through this society to the profession, by coming 
here to-night to add, if possible, to the lustre of the pee 
of your most excellent chairman. Perhaps it would be pre- 


sumptuous in me to say that 1, probably, of all men in this 
room, have a right to feel jealous of the honour of that 


sition which is now occupied by the Chief Justice. I do 
eel jealous of its honour, but I know that it was never in 
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better hands, and that that station was never more honour- 
ably or more efficiently filled than it is at this moment. 
But it is not as Chief Justice of England that I mention 
his name here to-night; it is as an earnest, as a kind, as .a 
benevolent patron of this society; one who feels.all its worth, 
and who has testified to that which he feels by on two Ps 


sions presiding at scenes like this. I give you with g§eat 
cordiality, ‘‘The Lord Chancellor, The Lord Chief Ju8tice 
of England, and the other patrons of this society.” 

Tue Lord Cuter Justice, who, on. rising to respond, 
was greeted with a perfect ovation, said—My Lord, and 
Gentlemen, I feel altogether overpowered by the terms in 
which this toast has can proposed, and the manner in 
which it has been received by you. That the son of one of 
the most accomplished of English judges should have been 
pleased to speak of me as he has done, as the successor of 
his illustrious and distinguished father. affects me, I must 
say, most sensibly. I am perfectly persuaded that I am 
altogether undeserving of those terms in which he and my 
valued colleague have been pleased to refer to me to-night ; 
but I accept with undisguised and unabated satisfaction 
their expression of opinion regarding myself, because it 
indicates, upon their behalf and on that of the profession, a 
feeling that I desire honestly, and in all wprightness, ‘to 
discharge the functions of the high place which I have the 
honour to fill. I beg leave to thank you in the name of the 
Lord Chancellor, and of the other patrons of this society, 
for the honour you have done them by your cordial recep: 
tion of the toast which has just now been proposed. I 
believe that no member of the judicial bench, that no mem- 
ber of the great profession which is common to us all, can 
feel other than the deepest interest in the prosperity of an 
institution, the object of which is to provide for those 
among that valuab‘e, hard-working, meritorious class, with- 
out whose services the great legal business of this country 
could not be carried on, , when, 1n the vicissitudes of this 
changing life, they would sink under the pressure of adversity, 
were it not for the assistance which this institation affords. 
I have been honoured with the duty of proposing to you a 
toast which I_know will be received wi the most hearty 
approbation, and with unanimous enthusiasm—it is: the 
health of the honourable man who has presided on this 
occasion. I have had other opportanities of testifying to 
my regard for this society, and the deep interest which I 
feelin it, but when I,learned that Mr. Justice Lush, my 
new colleague, was to preside here, I hailed with the most 
profound delight the opportnnity of- at once evincing my 
continuing and deep interest in the welfare of this establish- 
ment, and, at the same time, my unbounded respect and 
regard for the gentleman who has so well acted as our presi- 
dent. I, who am an older man and an older member olf the 
profession, have had an opportunity of watching the whole 
of his course, and I say, unhesitatingly, that never was 
there a more honourable career in the profession than his, 
and never was professivnal honour more fairly, or more 
legitimately won, than he has won his. Many have had 
the advantage of being his clients, and of securing his pro- 
fessional services for years. Unflinching industry ; learning, 
embracing the widest range in the principles of jurispru- 
dence, acquaintance with the most -minute details of 
practice, untiring zeal in the discharge of his duty as an 
advocate, tempered at the same time by an ingenuous 
candour, a love of truth, a sense of honour, and a desire for 
justice, which prevented the advocate from degenerating 
into the mere tool of interest and sordid advantage, have 
marked his whole course. He has manifested those qualities 
which constitute advocacy of the highest order, and make 
the profession of the law one which a man of honourable 
and delicately ingenuous character can undertake, being 
sensible at the same time that he is following in the 
path of right. Such is the man who has since been 
advanced to the judicial bench with the unmixed approval, 
Iam sure, of the whole profession, and with the greatest 
pleasure and advantage to those who have the good fortune 
to have him for a colleague. 1, who have the honour of 
presiding over that Court of which he is a member, can 
safely say that a more efficient judge could not have been 
selected to sit upon the bench. Therefore, it gives me 
py pleasure to propose to you the toast which it is 
my duty to lay before you, namely, ‘‘The health of the 
honourable and learned judge who has presided over the 
anniversary meeting of this institution, Mr. Justice Lush.” 

THe CHAIRMAN, in responding to the toast, said—Gentle- 
men, no man can sit and hear such compliments asI have 





listened to, applied to himself withont the deepest emotion. 
I feel utterly unable to express my thankfulness to the Lord 
Chief Justice for the high terms of commendation in which 
he has been pleased to speak of me, and to you for the kind 
reception you have given to the toast. Gentlemen, pardon 
me if I am very brief. I am proud, indeed, to be the col- 
league of: so distinguished a judge, and gratified, of course, 
I must be to know that I have such a place in his esteem ; 
and that I stand well in your estimation. Forgive me if 
I say no more than to express a hope that my judicial con- 
duct in the future may deserve that approval which you are 
leased at present to manifest ; and that I may always,.as 
fee as I have'to administer justice, do it to the satisfactiom 
f the profession represented here to-night. 

J.J. Powetr, Esy., Q.C., proposed, ‘The Bench, the 
Bar, and ‘the Profession,” coupling with it the name of 
Thomas Webster, Esq., Q.C. 

T. Wessrer, Hsq.,Q.C., acknowledged the toast in suit- 
able terms. 

C. Mintwarp, Esq., Q.C., proposed ‘‘The Honorary 
Stewards,” coupling with it the name of D. D. Keane, Esq., 

C 


D. D. Keane, Esq., Q.C.; in responding, suggested that, 
on future occasions, the toast should be proposed by one of 
those for whom the honorary stewards acted. 

Dr. Cookson, proposed ‘‘The Trustees,” The toast of 
“The Ladies’’ followed, and shortly afterwards the 
assembled guests departed. 

We are happy to add that the donations and contribu- 
tions announced by Mr. Rogers, the secretary, during the 
evening amounted to the sum of £400. 


METROPOLITAN AND EROvENGuy LAW ASSOCIA- 
TON: 

To the Honourable the Commons of the United Kingdom 
of Great Britan and Ireland in Parliament assembled. 

The humble Petition of the Metropolitan and Provincial 
Law Association (presented by Mr. Hadfield on the 15th 
instant), 

Sheweth,—That your petitioners have considered the 
provisions of a bill now before your honourable House, in- 
tituled ‘‘A Bill to explain the Act of the 20 & 21 Vict. 
ce. 85, and the Legitimacy Declaration Act, 1858.” 

That the said bill has for its object to remove the doubts 
which it states to have been entertained on the construction 
of the Acts referred to in its title respecting the rights of the 
parties, or either of them, to any petition for a dissolution 
of marriage, under the 20 & 21 Vict. c. 85, or to any peti- 
tion under the Legitimacy Declaration Act, 1858, to insist 
on the truth of contested matters of fact being determined 
by the verdict of a jury. 

That your petitioners venture to submit their opinion 
that it is desirable that such doubts when arising on the 
construction of the language of the Legislature, should not 
subject litigants to the large expenditure of time and money 
involved in an appeal to the House of Lords, but should be 
dispelled by declaratory Acts of Parliament. 

Your petitioners, therefore, humbly pray that the said 
bill ** To explain the Act of the 20 & 21 Vict..c. 85, and the 
Legitimacy Declaration Act, 1858,” may pass your honour- 
able House. 

And your petitioners will ever pray, &e. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

At the meeting held at the Law Institution, on Tuesday, 
the 19th June inst., Mr. W. H. Lloyd in the chair, the 
following question was discussed :-—‘* Was the case of Bullen 
vy. Sharp, 13 W. R. 685, on appeal 14 W. R. 338 (deciding 
that a person taking an annuity varying with the amount 
of the profits of a business, under the circumstances of that 
case, is not liable as a partner) rightly decided? Coz v. 
Hickman, 8 H. L. Cas. 268.” 

It was opened on the affirmative side by Mr. F. K. 
Munton, ad 0 the negative side by Mr. Scudamore, and, 
upon a division, was decided in the negative. 

ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 

At a meeting of this society, held on Wednesday, the 20th 
inst., with Mr. Drummond in the chair, Mr. Till moved, 
“That where articles of food were supplied by a victualler 
to K., by the order and at the expense of L., and the food 
being bad injured K.’s health, K. can sue the victualler.” 
Mr. Tolcher (by his deputy) opposed. In the affirmative 








Te nr awe, 


POs mer ¥ 


= 2 


red 


ion 
the 
not 


aid 
the 
ur- 


ay, 
the 
len: 
ing 
unt 
hat 
rv. 





-June 23, 1866. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


819 














the cases of Roswell v. Vaughan, 1 Oro. Jac. 196; 
Langmead v. Holliday, 6 Exch. 767; Pigott v: Thompson, 
3B & P. 149; and Lampleigh vy. Braithwaite, 11 Ad. & EI. 
452; and in the negative the cases of Parkinson y. Lee; 
Tweddle v. Atkinson, 1 B. & S. 393; Langridge v. Levy, 2 
M. & W. 519; and Langmead vy. Holliday, ubi sup. were 
cited. The subject was ultimately decided in the negative. 








SOCIAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATION. 


The annual meeting of the jurisprudence and amendment 
of the law department of this association was held on Monday 
evening; Lord Brougham in the chair. 

The following questions have been selected for discussion 
at the meeting to be held at Manchester on October 3:— 
What are the best means of securing and extending an inter- 
national law of copyright? What is the duty of the mother 
country as regards the protection of inferior races in. her 
colonies and dependencies? How may the extradition of 
criminals be best secured consistently with theright of asylum? 
On what principle should a bankrupt law be founded? What 
would be the best mode of reducing the law of England to a 
compendious form? What conditions or limitations ought 
to be imposed upon the power of disposing in perpetuity 
of property, real and personal, for charitable and other publie 
purposes? Is it desirable to carry out life sentences to the 
uttermost, and if so, in what cases and under what. form of 
discipline? What are the best means of preventing infan- 
ticide ? Ought not coroners to hold inquest in all cases of 


death in our public institutions as well as gaols ? 








COURT PAPERS. 


CHANCERY CAUSE LIST. 
Sittings after Trinity Term, 1866. 
BEFORE THE LORD CHANCELLOR AND LORDS 
JUSTICES. 


Appeals. 
Hooper v. Gumm pt hd (W. 
—Nov. 10) 
McLellan v. Gumm (W.— 
Nov. 10) 
(L. ©.) Spirett v. Willows (S. 
Dec. 8 


—Dee. 8) 

(L. C.) Dabbs v. Nugent (S. 
—Dee. 18) 

(L. €.) Hayward v. Kersey 
(S.—Jan. 12) 

(L. C.) Att.-Gen. v. Master, 
Fellows, and’ Scholars of 
Sydney Sussex College, 
Cambridge (R.—Jan. 17) 

(L. €.) Same v. Same (R.— 
Jan. 17) 

(L. C.) Harries v. Rees (S.— 
Jan. 18) 

Eaton v. France (S.—Feb. 8) 

Fistate Co. (Limited) v. Home 
and Colonial Assurance Co. 
(Limited) (R.—Feb. 9) 

De Hoghton v. Money (R.— 
Feb. 10) 

Morris v. Llanelly Rail. and 
Dock Co. (8.—Feb. 18) 

Smith v. Davis; Jones v. 
Davis; Jones*v. Davis (R. 
—Feb. 15) 

Crenver and Wheal Abraham 
United Mining Co. (Lim.) 
v. Williams (R.—Feb. 15) 

Dowling v. Dowling (S.— 
Feb. 22) 

Baxtery. Oliver(R.—Feb. 26) 

(L. C.) Thomas v. Daw (K.— 
Feb. 26) 


Ferguson v. Wilson (S.— 
March 1) ’ 


Homfray v. Fothergill (S.— 
March 2 

(L. ©.) Drennan vy. Andrew 
(K.--March 8) 

Roberts y. Roberts (S.—Mar7) 


Duddell vy. Simpson (S.— 
March 15) 

(L. ©.) Knox v. Gye (W.— 
March 16) 

(L. C.) Co. of Prop. Sheffield 
Waterworks v. Yeomans 
(K.—March 21) 

Biney v. Stephenson [V. C, of 
C. P. of Lane.] (March 23) ; 
rer mama v.. Biney e 
(July 10) 

(L. C.) Butt v. Imperial Gas 
Light & Coke Co, (K.— 
March 24) 

Minton v. 
March 26) 

Western v. MeDermot (R.— 
March 28) 

Buckland v. Papillon (R.— 
April 5) 

Thompson v. Marq. of Nor- 
mandy (S.—April 6) 

Waters v. Earl of Shaftes- 
bury (S.—April 13) 

Procter v. Robinson (R.— 
April 14) 

(L. ©.) Tate v. Williamson 
W. (April 14) 

(L. C.) Binney v. Ince Hall 
Coal and Cannel Co. (K.— 
April 14) 

Kay v. Hargreaves 
April 17) 

sr ts y. Clarke (R.—April 
1 


Kirwood (S.— 


(s.— 


Kendall vy. Watson; Watson 
v. Kendall (S.—April 19) 
Gordon v. Gordon (S—Ap. 19) 
Fryerv. Davies(R.—April23) 
(L. ©.) Daw v. Eley (W.— 

April 25) 

Walmesley v. Pilkington (R. 
—May 1 

Johnstone v. Hamilton (S.— 
May 2) 





Raphael v. Thames Valley (L.C.) Cubitt v. Cooper (W.. 


Rail. Co. (R.—May 5) 
Pettinger v. Ambler; Bunn 
v. Pettinger (R.—May 7) 
in) v. Forsbrook (S.— 

Ma 8 


al 

Earl Howe v. Earl of Lichfield 
(R.—May 8) 

(L. €.) Coope v. Cresswell 
(K.—May 8) 

Cook y. Glass (S.—May 9) 

Bovill v Goodier (R.—M ay 24) 

(L. C.) Lewer v. Earl of 
Shaftesbury (W.—May 28) 


—June 6) 
Patch v. Ward (S.—June 8) 
Martin v. Headon (K.—Ju. 9) 
Thorpe v. Mattinson (S.— 
June 12) 


Causes. 

(L. C.) Baxendale v, West 
Midland Rail. Co. md 
(L. C.) Baxendale v. Great 
Westarn Rail, Co. md 
(L. ¢.) Croker v. Kreeft; 

Kreeft v. Croker fc 





BEFORE THE MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 


Causes, dc. 
Ennor v. English & Foreign 
Credit Co. Sent of def Spratt 
& Morgan pt hd 
Same v. Same dem of St. Cuth- 
bert Lead Sinelting Co. 
Barker v. Barker m d 
Manudslay v. Tyrie f ¢ 
Tempest v. Lord Camoys m d 
Disney v. Crosse f ¢ 
Eyre v. Parker f c¢ 
Pomfret v. Plucknett m d & p 
Plucknett v. Pomfret m d& p 
Harrison v. Hillam m d 
Cooke v. Brewster c 
Tidman v. Trego f c 
Vyse v. Rutherford ¢ 
Ormerod y. Rostron f c 
Howard v. Earl Shrewsbury c 
Thomas v. Chorley m d 
Doulton v. International 
Financial Society (Lim.)m d 
Verelst v. Midland Ry.Co. md 
Windsor v. Campbell m d 
Ellice v. North American Col. 
Association of Ireland m d 
Wood v. Joynson m d 
Pewtress v. Rix m d 
Lock v. Lon. & Lan. In. Co. m d 
Merritt v. Howell m d 
Hamp v. Robinson m d 
Kernochan v. Ryland m d 
Jarvis v. Allen m d 
Hamp v. Hamp c 
Turquand v. Miller md 
Jackson v. Twells fe 
Talbot v. Kent fe 
Miniken v. Mackinlay md 
Bragg v. Bell md 
Gibbons v. Londonand Black- 
wall Railway Co. md 
Pickett v. Packham md 
Huxley v. Fitzsimons md 
Sillito v. Wamsley md 
Morris v. Kenrick c 
Bloore v. Allen md 
Brown v. Brown md 
Overton v. Niven md 
Murray v. The London and 
County Bank md 
Hayward v. Pile ¢ 
InreSimmond’s Estate; Hick- 
mott v. Simmonds fe 
In re Hosking ; Hosking v. 
Smith fe 
Morris v. Venables c wits 
Rowland v. Evans ; Williams 
v. Rowlands fe 
White v. White fe 
Cameron v. Campbell md 
Earl Brownlow v. Hume m d 
Ellis v. Orlebar md 
Lipscomb v. Camm m d 
Rangecroft v. G.E.R. Co. md 
Hobhouse v. Ray m d 
Bedhorough v. Bedborough f ¢ 
Webster v. Brown md 


Barnes v. Stewart fc 
Stevens v. George md 

In re Croft; Allen v. Payne f c- 
Dumergue v. Metro. Rail. Co, c 
Penaluna v. Edwards md 
Libri v. Sotheby md 


. Topping v. Strickland spc 


In re Neale’s Estate ; Brown 
v. Mellersh fe 

Levilly v. Parker fe 

Wallis v. Simpson fe 

Ellis v. Saxon ' fe 

Webb v. Nichols fc 

Colwan v. Buequet md 

Batye v. Spargo md > 

Ellis v. Jones c, wits (4 July) 

Williams v. Williams m d 

Hart v. Adamson c 

Templeman v. Slade m d 

Grissell v. Money c 

Abel v. Ward c 

Thompson v. Raby c 

Elin v. Glen f ¢ 

Patch v. Rolt m d 

Melville v. Duleep Singh m d 

Dykes v. Dykes f ¢ 

Poulett v. Hood fe 

Sims v. Angel m d 

Bullock vy. Angel m d 

Clay v. Healey m d 

Skilbeck v. Hilton c wits 
(26 June) 

Braucker v. Carne m d 

Bidduiph vy. Adams m d 

Coventry & Warwickshire: 
Mutual Money Society 
(Limited) v. Tomson md 

Irons v. Blyton fc 

Plowman v. Plowman f c 

Bwye v. Ross m d 

White v. Young f c 

Official Liquidator of the Lon. 
Ham. and Cont. Exchange: 
Bank (Lim.) v. Cork and 
Youghal Rail. Co. md 

Lloyd v. Banks md 

Berrie v. Howitt md 

Crosley v. Perkes m d 

Davidson v. Davidson m d 

Jones v. Badley ¢ wits 

Hadgraft v. Read md 

Cardiff Preserved Coal & Coke 
Co. (Lim.) v. Norton c 

Atherton v. B, N. A. Ass. md 

Kidd v. Tomlinson m d 

Tomlinson v. Gregg m d 

Cameron vy. Marquis of Chol- 
mondeley fc : 

Habershon v. G. E. Ry. Co.m d 

Loweth v. Norburn md 

Strickland vy Cholmley, Bt md 

Montefiore v. Behrens fe 

Semple v. Se be md 

Hoskins v. Neal md 

Felthouse v. Bailey ¢ 

Mell y. Whitmore f¢ 

Murray v. Gregson md 
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Champain v. Coghlan fe 
Hall v. Hall fe 
In re Monkhouse’s Estate ; 
Sowerby v. Brunskill fe 
North-Eastern Rail. Co. v. 
Lintz Colliery Co. c¢ 
Pritchard v. Roberts fe 
Bolton v. Liddell ; Calton v. 
Liddell fe 
Merchant v. Blewitt ¢ 
Shaw y. Beazley c 
Shepherd v. Allen fe 
Ray v. Bendel md 
ilner v. Milner fe 
Att.-Gen. v. Liddell md 
Vine y. Raleigh fe 
Jordan v. Graham fe 
Lefevre v. Huskisson md 
Butterworth v. Kassell fe 
Hume vy. Lawes md 
Brown v. Gellatly fc 


Barber v. Turner m d 
Wright v. Greenwood m d 
Wright v. George m d 
Watney v. Wells fc 
Kerridge v. Read md 
Henry v. Hewitt fc 
InreJames; James v.James fe 
Banks v. Barnes m d 
Brett v. Dixon md 

Rich vy. Whitfield fc 
Troup v. Ricardo ¢ 

Butler v. Carter md 
Frew v. Strange m d 
Bailey v. Woodall md 
Simons vy. Bagnall m d 
Attwood v. Alford fe 
Halliwell v. Halliwell fe 
Wall v. L. C. & D. R. Co. md 
Elliot v. Hook md , 
Miller vy. Mackay fc 
Harrison v. Schnibben fe 


BEFORE VICE-CHANCELLOR SIR RICHARD T. 
KINDERSLEY, 


Causes, dc. 

E.of Eglinton v. Lamb, Bt. md 

£.of Eglinton vy. Lamb, Bt. md 

Ransome v. Burgess md 

Att.-Gen. v. Poynder md ph 

Johnson v. Hodgson c (wits) 

Poynder v. Hulbert m d pt hd 

Wakefield v. D. of Buccleugh 
m d, wits (27 June) 

Cooke v. Ricketts md 

Warder v. Gunning md 

Dickson vy. Wason md 

N. Staff. Steel Iron & Coal 
Co. (Burslem) Lim. v. Lord 
Camoys m d pt hd, wits (20 
June) 

Sterry v. Truss md 

Midland Ry. Co. v. Lon. & 
N. W. Rail. Co. md 

Hollis y. Allan spe 

Mansel v. Thomas md 

Bridgwater v. De Winton c 
wits (25 June) 

Morrill y. Withey md 

Brandon y. Brandon (12) fe 

‘Taylor v. Pearsall md 

Sullivan v. Ward md 

Lloyd v. Ashford md 

Ashman v. Speering md 

Lee v. Blizard fe 

Binney v. Chattaway md 

Rothery v. Nelson ¢ 

Henderson v. Dodds fe 

Rose v. Rose fe 

Trickett v. Russell md 

Upton v. Maver md 

Colyer v. Colyer fe 

Mackenna v. Parkes c 

Kell v. Nokes fe 

Johnston v. Brunskill c 

Walters v. Walters md 

Kirby v. Brent md 


Fox v. Dellestable md 
White v. White fc 
Thomas v. Cresswell md 
Ormandy v. Okell md 
Pigouv. EstatesCo. Lin. md 
North v. Attorney-Gen fe 
Hull v. Christian fe ; 
Williams v. Williams f¢sum 
Loveridge v. Bates md 
Yeatman v. Read md 
Hilton v. Hilton md 
Dolwin v. Ellis md 
Villars v. Tink md 
Bush v. Peterson fe 
Crawford v. Higgs md 
White v. Birch md 
Hancock v. Bateman md 
Unwin v. Eykyn fe 
Baring v. Harris ¢ 
Travis v. Taylor. fe 
Embleton v. Fogg fe 
Green v. Measures fc 
Wasonv. M.D. R. Co. md 
Newton y. Robinson md 
Corrock v. Grant md 
Fox v. Jones md 
Smith v. Parkin fe 
Anson v. Pama fc&p 
Collyer v. Col yer spe 
Pearce v. Smalpage md 
Williams v. Veutin md 
Curling v. Walters md 
Tomkinson v. Naden fe 
Slattery v. Axton case on 
ap from Brompt. C. C. 
Hensman v. Fryer fe 
In re Stephen; Stephen v. 
Stephen fe ch 
Fitzgibbon v. Dillon fe 
Governor, &c., of the Poor of 
Bristol v. Pearce spc 
Harrison v. Lewis c 


BEFORE VICE-CHANCELLOR SIR JOHN STUART. 


Causes, &c. 
Wedderburne v. Kearns dem 
Hutchison v. Hastie c 
Almond v. Surman md 
Foster v. Brown md 
Foster v. Oxenham md 
Pearson v. Rio de Janciro 

City Impr. Co. Limd. 
Gedye y. Symons c wit 
Hurrell v. Tucker md 
Lloyd v. Jones md 
Richardson v. Bruff md 
Baxendale v. McMurray m d 
Phillipps v. British Land Co, 

Limited md 


Trickett v. Husler md 
Burgess v, Swabey md 
Morey v. Vandenbergh md 
Pearson v. Warwick md 
Brown v. Foster c 

Lambe v. Beaver f ¢ 
Simpson vy. Anderson c 
Slater v. Brooksbank ¢ 
Reddrop y. Alston f c 
Pole, bart., v. Knox md 
Whiting v. Whiting md 
Hahn v. Hsahn md 
Att-Gen.v, Mid-Kent Ry Co, ¢ 
Evison v. Boutcher md 
Hill v. Pullen md 





Sandon v. Morgan md 

Wilkins v. Maughan md 

Macdonald v. Macdonald m d 

Crane v. Crane md 

Stevenson v. Skelton md 

Gillam v. Yeats md 

Ramsay v. Shelmerdine fc 

Halstead v. Halstead fc 

Billingham v. Billingham ¢ 

Lewisv. Allen c¢ 

Wright v. Marshall; Bett- 
ridge v. Marshall md 

Bashforth v. Bottomley md 

Hope v. Beresford Hope fe 

Lloyd v. Vale md 

Bailey v. Bailey md 

Beech v. Hayes md 

Gregory v. Bristol & N.Somer- 
set Rail. Co. md 

Att-Gen. v. Wilkinson md 

Simmons v. British Nation 
Life Assur. Assoc. c¢ 

Cook v. Bell md 

Brown v Tanner. md 

Affleck, Bart. v Fortescue m d 

Warren v. Wybault ¢ 

May v. Armstrong md 

Davenport v. Moss md 

Crowther v. Bradney md 

Imp. Gas Light & Coke Co. v. 
W. Lond. June. Gas Light 
Co. md 

Osborn v. D. of Marlb.. md 

Williamson v. City Bank. ¢ 

Jenkins v. Williams md 

Hoare v. Mq. of Aylesb. md 

Hudson v. Bennett md 

Crump v. Moretonhampstead 
& Sth. D. R. Co. c (2 July) 

Simpson v. Beales md 

Childers v. Eardley md 

Steward v. Jones c 

Mustoe v. G. E. R. Co. 

Simpson v. Tarrach c 

Morgan v. Price md 

Dewar v. Maitland md 

Moore, McQueen, & Co.(Lim.) 
v. Dicks ¢ 

Lucas v. West London Whvs. 
and Warehouses Co. md 

Henderson v. W. Lnd. Whvs. 
and Warehouses Co. md 

Warwick v. Newton. md 

Wells v. Motley ewit 

Cook v. Spencer md 

Platt v. Walter c * 

Lee v. Angus ¢ 

Harbin v. Masterman m d 

Dudney v. Hall md 

Osborn v. Pilbean ¢ 

Robson v. Tiplady md 

Maule v. Beales md 

Betts v. Rimmel md 

Briggs v. Gregg c 

Dewy v. Deny md 

Lord Carington v. Wycombe 
Rail. Co. md 

Ilderton v. Marshall c 

Metropolitan Board of Works 
v. Pneumatic Despatch Co. 
(Limited) md 


md 


BEFORE VICE-CHANCELL 


Causes, §€¢. 


Forbes v. Mackenzie: Mac- 


kenzie v. Forbes; Forbes v. 
Bow- 


Steven; Forbes v. 

man epthd 
Martin, Bart. v. Martin 
Crundell v. Cox fe 
Dawson v. Medhurst 
Solomon v. Dadson e 


md 


spec 


Keighley v. Barnes md 
Hallett v. Farley md 
Hunt v. Williams c 
S.E.R.Co.v L.B.&S.0.R.Co.e 
Smith v. Barnes md 
Wilson v. Grey ¢ 
Ashwell v. G. E. Ry. Co. md 
Devereux v. Devereux md 
Whittaker v. Fox md 
Browne v. Hunter ec 
Viscountess Gort v.Clark ¢ 
White v. Parker ¢ 
Temlett v. Chard m d 
Hunt v. Sidney md 
Attorney-Gen. v. Bishop of 
Manchester ec 
Wyatt v. Steel e 
Feaver v. Williams c 
Boyd v. Pawle f ¢ & sum 
Dodd v. Holbrook exons to 
Master’s report 
Paine v. Hutchinson md 
In re Hunt ; Hunt v. Samp. 
son fc&s 
Caton v. Coles md 
Beckwith v. Booth e¢ 
Hope v. Carnegie md 
Singleton v. Pitman md 
Newcombe v. Jarman md 
Wade v. Watts c 
Blomfield v. Loudon, Chat- 
ham, & Dover Rail. Co. md 
Brocklesby v. Lyford md 
Aders v. Hogg md 
Paterson v. Hart md 
Absolon v. Gibson md 
Young v. Wareham Oil and 
Candle Co. (limd.) ¢ 
Staniforth v. White ec 
Bailey v. Bailey md 
Ardeny. Parry md 
Atwood v. Maude md 
Parsonsv. Webb md 
Heriot v. London Chatham & 
Dover Rail. Co. md 
Wimsett v. Simpson md 
wit 
Jones v. Wilbraham md 
In re Coleby; Coleby v. 
Coleby fe 
Law Vv. Glenn md 
Lockwood v. Ellam 
Reed v. Wilkins ec 
Hodgson v. Hodgson md 
Bauer v. Bauer fe 
Dean v. Greenwood fe 
Polev. Pole md 
Hiron v. Bartlett md 
Hallett v. Garrett md 
Maielli v. Fellowes m d 
Phillips v. Pullen md 
Gibbs v. Rebjent md 
Beck v. Davis md 
Barlow v. Perkins md 
Rudd v. Aislibie c 
Nicholson v. Wardropper md 
Roughton v. London Offices 
Co. (Limd.) md 
Pidgeon v. Spencer md 
Craven v. Traill md 
Edwards v. Parry md 


md&m 


OR SIR WILLIAM PAGE 
WOOD. 

Lawrence v. Lawrence ex toa 
Booth v, Fividing d 


Dixon v, Fraser ex toans 

Simpson vCkarlesworth ex tos 

Bovill v, Smith ex to ans 

Rashdallv. Ford d 

Foster v. Gladstone md 

Wedderburne v. Thomas ¢ 
pro conf 
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Greenhalgh v. Rumney c 
Hinde vy. Morton c 
Fuller v. Chamier reh 
Wedderburne v. Thomas e¢ 
Wickham v. Scaife ¢ 
Goodwin v. Lee fe 
Wilson v. Wilson md 
Neville v. Andrews fe 
Heiron vy. Alexander c 
Otway Cave v.Otway c 
Prankerd v. Whitehead md 
Snowball v. Wrightson md 
‘Alin y. Archer md 
Langford v. Sampson fe 
Hynam v. Dunn md 
In re Osborne’s Estate ; Os- 
borne v. Osborne fc ch 
Swain v. Salmon fe 
Hill v. Hill fe 
Paris v. Cooke ¢ 
Woodhouse v. Manch. Sheff. 
& Lincolns. Rail. Co. md 
Jewan v. Whitworth md 
Smith v. Greenhill fe 
Sykes v. Dyson fe 
Stanford v: Dumergue c 
Davenport v. Townsend c wit 
Staniar v. Evans md 
Rymer v. Preston md 
Jarman v. Vye fe 
Sumner v. Healey md 
Bovill v. Crate md 
Place v. Heywood md 
Leather v. Smith md 
Horwood v. Bagnall md 
Jackson v. Shanks ec 
Turner v. Mullimetux fe 
Saunders v. Mackeson ec wit 
Rayment v. Boorn md 
Mostyn v. Emanuel fe 
Betts v. Neilson md 
Swansea V. R.Co.v. Budd md 
Hallows v. Fernie md 
Nicholl v. Jones e wit 
Jackson v. Bognor R. Co. md 
Walker v. Drummond fe 
Thorn v. Croft spe 
Francisv. Watson fe&sum 
Roger v. Allison md 
Greenhalgh v. Rumney ec wit 
Whitter v. Bremridge fe 
Morgan v. Fuller trial without 
ajury 
Davies v. Davies fe 
Dennison v. Curtis ¢ 
Morgan v. Fuller ¢ 
Atwool v. Merryweather ewit 
Pietroni v. Transatlantic Co. c 
Bellv. Nevin spe 
Slee v. International Bank 
(Lim.) md 
Baines v. Ibbetson 
Owen v. Davies fe 
Jackson v. Bognor Rail.Co md 
Chamberlaine v. Orred c 
Row v. Row fe 
Brooks v. Ponting md 
Rhys v. Williams md 
Gilbert v. Charing-cross Rail, 
Co. fe 
Heming v. Heming sp ¢ 
Att.-Gen. v, Staff. Copper Ex- 
tracting Co. (Lim.) md pt h 
(June 25) 
Harrison v. Symons f ¢ 
Baskett v. Skeel f ¢ 
Feilden v. Mayor, &e., of 
Blackburn md 
Williams v. Rhys md 
Jenkins v. Jenkins f ¢ 
Joscelyne v, Bruty f ¢ 
Francis y. Morris f ¢ 
Borman y. Wilmett c 
Drew v. Martin f ¢ 


sc 


Pearson v. Dolman c 
Pearson v. Dolman e¢ 
Senior v. Pawson md 
Morgan v. McAdam e¢ 
Hamilton v. Buckmaster md 
- bell vy. Melvill fe 
parling v. Brereton md 
ahs Samuelson ec 
Orriss v West London Wharves 
& Warehouses Co. md 
Robinson v. Lyttleton md 
Tweed v. Wagstaff 
Earl dela Warr v. West md 
Orred v. Chamberlaine c¢ 
Pickett v. Longley md 
Hicks v. Slade md 
Cox v. Gifford’ ¢ 
De Wintony. Evans md 
Brackenbury v. Gibbons ¢ 
De la Peyrouse v. Pelby md 
Lord v. Lord md 
Hooper v. Elliot ¢ 
Stevens v. Crouch | ¢ 
Pembrooke v. Friend fe 
Prendergast v. E. Cadogan md 
Armstrong v. Wainwright md 
Whall v. D. of Neweastle md 
Bengough v. Baker md 
Cook y. Tibbs fe&sum 
Hughesv. Hughes md 
Hurry v. Morgan spc 
Wol. & Staf. Bk. Co, v. Hop- 
kins md 
Buck v. — md 
W: v.Morley fe 
pe Blake e¢ 
Att.-Gen. v. West Riding & 
Grimsby Rail. Co. m 
Wilson, Bart. v. Met. & St. 
John’s Wood Rail. Co. md 
Colquhcun v. Ouvry md 
Clarke v. Bathe md 
Ld. Norbury v. Kitchin far. 
hearing after issue at law 
Edmondson v. Jeffryes md 
Ross v. Estates Investment Co. 
(Limd.) md 
Newall v. Telegraph Construc- 
tion & Maintenance Co. 
(Limd.)  ¢ wit 
Maxwell v. Wightwick md 
Kingston v. Palmer md 
Stribling v. Lewis ¢ 
Jackson vy. Ivimey c¢ 
Elgar v. Wilson md 
Beaumont v. London, Chat- 
ham, & Dover Rl. Co. md 
Maxwell v. Mieville md 
Lumb v. Heald md 
Irvine v. Sullivan md 
Western v. Western c 
Kennedy v. Landon md 
Attorney-Gen. vy. Mayor, Al- 
dermen & Citizens of the 
City of Norwich md 
Shera v. Tointon md 
Williams v. Bagnall 
Firth v. Fowler md 
Stepney v. Chambers ¢ 
Newall v. Telegraph Con- 
struction & Maintenance 
Co. (Limited) trial without 
a jury 
Wright v. Symonds md 
Dickeson v. Wood .md 
Alger y. Parrott spc 
Skey v. Skey fe 
Cockheaton Indus, Self-help 
Soc. (Lim.) v. Jackson 


m 
Peek v. Matthews md 
Trimmer v. Chaleraft md 
Hawkins v. Hine md 
Williams v. Gratrox ¢ 





Pilcher v. Marsh md 
Tate v. Turner e¢ 
Fenton v. Fenton fc 


Gonne 


Eastwood vy. Lockwood md 
a v. Smedley ec 
Burche 


Porcher v. Wilson ' f ¢ 
Jackson v. Cartwright md 
Wood v. Harland fc 
Thomas v. Appleby ¢ 
Collings v. Nelson ¢ 

Bank of India v. Bell e¢ 


v. Cook spe 


vy. Burchell md 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 


8 per Cent. Consols, 85§ 

Ditto for Account, July 16, 86} 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 85} 

New 3 per Cent., 853 

Do. 34 per Cent., Jan, ’94 

Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. "94 

Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 — 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — 


India Stock, 10} p Ct. Apr. ’74 
Ditto for Accoun 


Ditto 5 


Ditto for Account, — 
Ditto 4 per Cent., Oct. 88 903 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — 


Ditto E 


Last Quotation, June 21, 1866. 
(From the Oficial List of the aciual business transacted.) 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 

Annuities, April, 785 

Do (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 — 

Ex Bills, £1000, 3 per Ct. dis 

Ditto, £500, Do, dis 

Ditto, £100 & £200. Do dis 

Bank of England Stock, 54 per 
Ct. (last half-year) — 

Ditto for Account, — 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 

Ind. Enf, Pr., 5pC., Jan. °72— 

Ditto, 54 per Cent , May, ’79 106 

Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
April, 64 — 

De. Do.. 5 per Cent., Aug. ’66 100 

Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000, — pm 

Ditto, ditto, under £1000, — par 


t, 
per Cent., July, 70, 1034 





nfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. — 


INSURANCE COMPANIES. 





No. of 
shares 


Price 
per 
share. 


Dividend 
per annum 


z= 
a 


Names. Shares 





50°0 

400+ 
40000 
10000 
20:00 

2700 


4600} 5 per cent 


5000 
20000 
20000 

7500 
50000 
10000 

100000 
2000: 
20000 
40000 

2500 

§89220 





4000 


ad 


ececesceoss coosco™ 


5 pe & bns 
40 pe & bs 
8 per cent 
7i is 8d pe 
5t 14s 3d pe 
5 per cent 


Clerical, Med. & Gen. Life 
County... one ove 
Eagle ob we obs 
Equity and Law ... woh 
English & Scot. Law Life 
Yquitable Reversionary... 
Do, New... oe eke 
Gresham Lire 

Guardian ... eee oe 
Home & Col. Ass., Limtd. 
Imperial Life se pa 
Law Fire ... 

Law Lite .., 

Law Union see wie 
Legal & General Life , 
London & Provincial Law 
North Brit. & Mercantile 
Provideut Life 

Royal Exchange... 

Sun Fire ... eve 

Do. Life ... 


Sud wavso™| 
_— 


Swe coooocoeces: ooooco 


5&3pshb 
5 per cent 
7 per cent 
16 per cent 
10 per cent! 
323 pr cent 
8 pr cent 
6s p share 
5 per cent 
10 percent 
123 & bns 
20 per cent 
64 per cent 


Sarnroswou 
Sap 
- 
Sanod 
in ed 
asSwonu 


oso 
& 


= 


eo RemeamsQ000 Goaccen™ 











-e> 

ate 
w 

eo 


c~ 





RAILWAY STOCK. 





Shares. | 


Railways. 





Stock 
Stock 
Stock 
Stock 
Stock 


Stock 

Stock 
10 

Stock 


Bristol and Exeter ...... esecenccceceaneegecosses 


Glasgow and South-Western .. 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ...... 
Do., East Argiian Stock, No. 2 
Great Nor*»ern ere 
Do., A Stuck* | 100 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland! 
Great Western— Original | 10% 
Do., West Midland—Oxford 
Do., do.—Newport ........ 
Lancashire and Yorkshire .. 
London, Brighton, and South 
London, Chatham, and Dover.. 
London and North-Western.. 
London and South-Western ... 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln... 
Metropolitan 
Do., New..... 
Midland 
Do., Birmingham and Derby 
North British 
North London 
Do., 1864 awnes 
North Staffordshire .........ccccccscsssneeceetee 
Scottish Central 
South Devon 
South-Eastern . 
Taff Vale 
Do., € 
Vale of Neath 























Stock 


* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 


We 


expressed our regret tha 


West Cornwall ... 


Monsey MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 
Thursday Night. 
have already, through the medium of the daily papers, 
on Saturday last, “ Oriental 
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8 
Corporation” was printed in this Journal for “‘ Oriental Com- 
mercial Bank.”’ e are glad, however, to feel that the Oriental 
Bank Corporation stands so well with the public that few ‘per- 
sons, if any, were likely to be misled ‘by the: accidental’ error 
into which we fell owing to the similarity existing between the 
names of the two companies. 

The uncertainty which prevails with regard to the war and 
the complications which no human foresight can tell may arise 
out of it, has had a depressing tendency ; and the markets for 
all classes of securities have fallen in ‘consequence. Nothing 
but that sympathetic influence which a downward tendency in 
some stocks has upon others can explain why Consols should 
suffer because three or four continental. States assume.a warlike 
attitude, and bid fair to weaken their already crippled resources ; 
but. so it is. 

Whilst war in Europe must of necessity bring our operations 
within 2 more confined area, it is satisfactory to know that the 
blow struck at Fenianism by President Johnson will, no doubt, 
open up commercial relations with America upon a more 
extended scale than heretofore. In the American trade, there- 
fore, we may soon expect to hear of much activity. ‘Indeed, 
there are already the shadows of the coming events in this 
direction. 

Another element of depression may be sought and found in 
the fact that the Government. is unable, when most needed, to 
secure a working majority; and the Russell-~Gladstone party, 
which came into office with all the prestige which its former 
leader had won for it, now finds itself unable to éarzy through a 
Reform Bill, by which it has pledged itself, in all its essential 
elements, to stand or fall. It is understood that the result of 
the deliberations at the Cabinet Council held yesterday was 
that a special messenger was despatched last night for Balmoral 
to tender to the Queen the resignation of her, Ministers, 

The past week, on the Stock Exehange, has been marked by 
an unwonted lassitude and inactivity. ‘The closing of accounts 
has occupied the principal share of attention, and many of the 
brokers and jobbers have been induced to take advantage of the 
quietude ani make holiday. With the present high rate of 
discount, new companies could scarcely be floated with any 
prospect of success, and none are, announced. Indeed, the 
public seem little disposed to engage in joint-stock enterprise at 
present. Even railway debentures offered by established com- 
panies fail to attract notice. 

At the Bank Court to-day no change was made by the 
directors in the minimum rate of discount; and it remains, 
therefore, at 10 per cent. 

There is not an excessive demand’ for money at the’ Stock 
Exchange, and the rates range between 6 and 7 per cent. 

There is still a flow of gold towards the Bank; but there are 
anticipations entertained that it may shortly be reduced, owing 
to a Continental demand. It must, however, be borne in mind 
that we are expecting large arrivals from Australia. 

The following vessels are known to be on their way home. 
The Percy, which sailed from Auckland on the 13th of March, 
thas on freight 14,500 ounces of gold; the Chile, from Otago, 
March 15th, 5,613 ounces; and the 0, also from. Otago, 
8,955 ounces, making a total of 29,068 ounces, of the estimated 
value of £116,272. 

The foreign exchanges exhibit a fractional advance on Frank- 
fort, Hamburgh, and Vienna. On Paris, Antwerp, and Am- 
sterdam they remain stationary, but on Italy they are lower. 

Consols are now quoted 85§ to 86 for money, and 86} to § for 
the aceount. 

Foreign securities have also suffered, and the following are the 
latest quotations :—Turkish Six per Cents., 1854, 78 to 80 ; ditto, 
1858, 50 to 52; ditto, Five per Cents., 1865, 25§ to 251; Mexican 
Stock, 143 to 14}; ditto, New, 113 to 12; Greck Bonds, 103 to 
11}; ditto, Coupons, 4 to 4} ; Spanish Passive, 19% to 193 ; ditto, 
Certificates, 14} to 1437 Italian Five per Cents., 1861,'371 to 
ry i ditto, 1865, 50 to 41; and the Brazilian Loan. Scrip, to 

6. 

Railway shares are not in demand. It will be satisfactory to 
the holders of London, Chatham, and Dover Stock to learn that 
at a meeting of proprietors held yesterday, Mr. Forbes, the 
general manager said there was no truth in the statement that 
persons other than the servants of the company were in receipt 
of the money paid for traffic on the line, 

In bank and miscellaneous shares there has been but little 
doing ; and ‘pe have not undergone any change worthy of 
mote during the week. 

At a meeting of shareholders in the Consolidated Bank, held 
to-day; the report of the directors, evidencing the satisfacto 
condition of the company’s assets, was unanimously adopted, 
and, in reply to a question put by a proprietor, Mr. Morrie, the 
solicitor, stated that the ditliculties whieh the Bank had yet to 
contend with were not comparable with those which had alread 
been surmounted; and added that, in all probability, the Ban 
would re-commence business on Monday week. 

It is reported that at a private meeting of the principal share- 
holders in the Agra and Masterman’s Bank, Sir Fitzroy Kelly, 
who. was present, expressed hiniself strongly in favour of a volun- 
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affairs of the bank would ultimately be found more /hepeful. than 
had been originally sup 

The Stock Ex ge Committee have to-day confirmed .the 
following resolution, which was passed on the 18th inst. :— 

* The committee for general purposes having received a second 
memorial with reference to the mode of dealing in bank shares, 
have fully reconsidered, the subject. In the opinion of the com- 
mittee, any deviation from the usual practice would seriously 
obstruct the course of legitimate business, and by rendering 
bank shares less negotiable, would be detrimental to the interests 
of the holders and the public. It is, therefore, resolved, ‘ That 
no special rules for the settlement of bargains in bank shares be 
adopted.’ ”’ 

The Committee have however passed the following resolution 
relating to alterations in’ their rules 98 and 99, subject to ap- 
proval at their next meeting :— 

Resolved; that rule 98 stand as follows:—“ Registered’ shares 
or stock, if not delivered within seven days, may be brought in 
against the seller at or after 12 o’clock on the eighth day after 
the date of the ticket, and all loss incurred thereby shall be borne 
by him; but in case a member shall, without the consent of the 
buyer, retain a ticket more than two days from the date thereof, 
the member so retaining it shall bear the loss.”’ Resolved, that 
in-rule 99 the word “ fifteen” be altered to *ten.’’ ory 

The following are the rules referred to as they have’ hitherto 

‘ood : 





st — i 

98. Registered shares, or stock, if not delivered within ten 
days, may~ be ‘bought:in against the seller, at or after twelve 
o'clock on the eleventh day after the date of the ticket, and all 
loss incurred thereby shall be paid by him, The broker em- 
ployed to buy in the shares is required to give one hour's public 
notice before proceeding to make such purchase, and if the pur- 
chase be not made or attempted within half an hour after the 
expiration of the time fixed the notice shall be cancelled. | Shares 
or stock thus bought in, and not delivered by one o'clock on the 
following day, may be repurchased for immediate delivery with- 
out further notice, and the loss, if any, shall ‘be paid by the 
member causing such repurchase. 

99. A member. who shall allow fifteen clear days from the date 
of the ticket to elapse without buying in, or attempting to bu 
in, registered shares or stock, shall release the seller. from 
loss caused by the failure of any member through whose default 
the shares or stock were not delivered, unless such right has been 
waived at the request, or with the consent of, the seller. . The 
right to buy in shares or stock is limited to the original buyer, 
whether the name of the first buyer or that of any other.member 
is placed on the ticket to pay, but in order to identify the origi- 
nal ticket, the name into which the stock or shares are to be 
transferred must be stated-on the order given te-the broker em- 
ployed to buy in, to whom holders of overdue, tickets may apply. 

The Manchester Couricy denies the report that the depositors 
under £5 in the Nationai Savings Bank Association are being 
paid in full. The directors attribute the stoppage to the recent 


ic. 
Many letters have been addressed to the journals by share- 
holders in the: Credit-Foncier and Mobilier Company, —— 


their participation in the proceedings which have been institut 
in Chancery. 

It is understood that at the meeting of the Imperial Oftoman 
Bank, called. for the 27th inst., the board will recommend a 
further payment of 10s. per share on the old shares, — 
with what oe already been paid, a dividend of 10 per cent. for 1865. 

Tord Romilly has appointed Mr. James Cooper official liqui- 
dator of the New Zealand Banking Corporation (Limited). 








ALLEGED TiteGaL Manrtaces,—The venerable Thomas 
Thorp, B.D, Archdeacon of Bristol, created some consternation 
by a statement made in his charge, on the occasion of his visita- 
tion at Bristol onThursday week last, The venerable Archdeacon, 
after stating that he had given notice in convocation of a motion 
for the production of acopy of the original Prayer Book, said 
that: he had no hesitation in declaring that to publish the banns 
of marriage after the second lesson, as was done in many instances 
at present, was illegal, and every marriage that took place after 
banns so published was void, and every clergyman who had so 
published them was liable to fourteen years transportation. 
The proper time at which the banns should be published was 
just before the offertory sentences were read. He had no doubt, 

owever, that an Act would be passed to indemnify all clergy- 
men who had erred in this respect, and to recognise the validity 
of the marriages which had been solemnised after banns so pub- 
lished. 

In reply to this the following letter has appeared in the 

aragraph in your paper of to» 


ames :-— 

* Sir,—With reference to the P t 
day as to Archdeacon Thorp’s idea that it is illegal to publish 
banns after the second lessun, I beg to point out to you that 
bouh the Acts 26 Geo, 2, ¢. 33, and 4 Geo. 4, ¢. 76, do, by the 
1st section, expressly enact that the publication shall be ‘im- 
mediately after the second lesson.’ 





tary winding up. Mr. Cannan, the proposed official liquidator, 
stated his opinion to be that, with pe we management, the 


“ Your obedient — 
“ 


“Temple, June 14. BARRISTER.” 
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BusrNess IN’ THE ‘Court or CHANCERY.—On Wednesday 
his Honour Vice-Chancellor Stuart informed the bar thaton and 
after Monday next, June ‘26th, he ‘should take further consideta- 
tions in priority to other business. 

MILK v. WATER.—A case was decided on Thursday last, in 
the Sheffield County Court, of considerable importance to house- 
keepers and heads of families. A Mr. Goodlad, of the Park, 
was sued for his milk bill, and resisted payment on the eer that, 
having ordered a certain number of quarts of milk, he had been 
supplied with very weak milk and water. His defence availed, 
and a verdict, with costs, was recorded in his’ fayour. Why 
should any of us pay our milk bills if such a plea is a valid one? 
Pall Mall Gazette. 

EXTRADITION or CrrminAts.—We: have. treaties for the 
mutual extradition of criminals with only three foreign 
countries. .. The first was made ,with.the, United States in 
1842, and relates to the crimes of murder or assault with intent 
to. murder, piracy, arson, robbery, forgery or the utterance. of 
forged paper. The second was made with France in 1843; and 
relates to the crimes of murder, attempt to murder, forgery, and 
fraudulent, bankruptcy. The third is with, Denmark, made in 
1862, and relating to the same crimes as the French treaty. 

Tue New Law Covurts.—The first trade compensation case 
connected with the new law courts was heard last Wednesday at 
the old Insolvent Debtors’ Court, before Mr. H. Scott Turner, 
the aie Bailiff, andajury. The case, Fell v. the Commissioners 
of Public Works, was to recover compensation for the lease and 
business of eo No. 258, Strand (opposite St. Clement’s 
Chureh). Mr. Huddleston, Q.C., and Mr. George Brown, 
appeared for the claimant; Mr. Hawkins, Q.C., and Mr, 
M’Mahon, were for the commissioners. The claim as presented 
was £1,876. The jury were sworn, and went to view the pro- 
perty ; on their return a verdict for £500 was agreed upon. Mr. 
Hawkins informed the High Bailiff that the commissioners had 
been under the necessity in this case of summoning a jury. 
Verdict accordingly. 

Tue sheriffs of London and Middlesex entertained at dinner, on 
Wednesday evening, at the Hall of the Salters’ Company, her 
Majesty’s judges and. many eminent members of the bar. The 
judges present were Baron Martin, Justice Willes, Justice Keat- 
ing, Baron Pigott, Justice Mellor, Justice Shee, Justice Smith, 
and Justice Lush; and among the members of the bar were 
Messrs. Warren, Chambers (Common Serjeant), Malins, 
E. James, Hardinge, Giffard, and Millward; Serjeants Payne, 
Tindal Atkinson, and Robinson; and Mr. Sleigh. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE GUILDHALL COFFEEHOUSE. 
June 15.—By, Mr. Franx Lewis. 

Contingent reversionary interest to one-fourth part of freehold and 
copyhold properties. producing £282 I!s, per annum, situate at 
Cheshunt, Herts—Sold for £70. 

June 21.—By Messrs, Braper. 

Freehold, the Crown Hotel, with stabling, situate at Croydon; let 
on lease at £150 per annum— Sold for £3,5(0. 

Freehold, 5 houses, being Nos. 30 to 34, High-street, Croydon, produc- 

_ing £191 5s, per annum—Sold for £3,500, 

Freehold shop and dwelling, being No. 46, High-street, Croydon, 
estimated annual value £40; also 6 freehold cottages, being Nos. 
1 to.6, Battersbee'’s-yard, Croydon, and buildings and land in the 
rear —Sold for £2,500 

Freehold, 2 residences, being Nos. 47 and 48, High-street, Croydon ; 
let on lease at £60 per annum - Sold for £1,250. 


AT GARRAWAY’S, 
June 15.—By Mesers, Faneprotugr, Lye, & Wasser. 

Leasehold residence, being No. 26, Hereford-road, North Bayswater ; 
term, 844 years unexpired, at £8 per annum—Sold for £650. 

By Messrs. Kemp. 
Leaseholil, 2 residences. being Nos. 33 and 40, Milton-street, Dorset- 
uare, producing £100 per annum; term, 99 years from 182I, at 
per annum—Sold for £970. 

Leasehold residence, known as Hillesdon, situate at Torquay, Devon, 
with coach house, stable, and grounds of about 2 acres; terms, 99 
years from 1849, at £16 10s, per annuum, and 91 years from 1857, at 
£5 10s. per annum —Sold for £3,420. 

By Messrs. Putten, Horne, & EVERSFIELD. 

Leasehold, 3 residences, being Nos. 3, 5, and 6, Park-cottages, Park- 
Village East, Kegent’s-park, prodacing £157 103, per annum ; term, 
56 years unexpired, at £9 per annum each house—Sold for £1,240, 

By Messrs, PrickeTr & Son. 

Leasehold, 2 residences, being Nos, 9 and 10, Barnsbury-villas, Liver- 

pecbresm Islington, estimated annual value £140; term, 99 years 
‘om 1836, at £24 per annum-~Sold for £1,585. 


AT THE LONDON TAVERN. 
) June 19.—By Mr, Viernrs. 
Frechold, 2 cottages, situate at Penge, pr ducing £18 4s. per annum 
—Sold for £240, 
Freehold residence with grounds and stabling, known as the Abbey, 
Herne-hill—Sold tor £2,950. 
sry 2 cottages, being Nos. 1 and 2, West-place, Herne-bill—Sold 


r ‘ 
Freehold, 2 cottages, being Nos. 3 and 4, West-place, Herne-hill, 
yy 2 - a lease for 194 years unexpired, at £4 per annum—Sold 





| Freehold plot of land, with buildings and machinery thereon, knows. 


as Brixton Brewery, Brixton—Sold for £6: 
Freehold house, being No. 5, Park-grove, Brixton-road ; let at £40 
per annum—Sold for £460, f 
treet house, being No. 9, Park-grove, Brixton-road—Sold for 
Freehold, 2 cottages, situate in Nursery-road, Park-grove, Brixton— 
Sold for £710. 


bayer yr “a situate in Nursery-road, Park-grove, Brixton-- 
ir . 
Freehold, 2 cottages, known as Vine-cottages, situate as above-Sold 


for £520, 
June 20.—By Mr. Vigers. 

Freehold, 2 cottages, being Nos. 7 and 8, Weliington-street, Newing- 
ton-causeway— Sold for £350. 

Freehold plot of land fronting Blackfriars-road—Sold for £2,300. 

Freehold house, being No. 240, Blackfriars-road, and plot of land in 
the rear—-Sold for £1,200. j 

Freehold house, being No. 239, Blackfriars-road, and plot of land.im 
the rear—Sold for £1,120. 

Freehold business premises, being Nos. 233 and 234, Blackfriars- 
road—Sold for £2,820. 
Freehold business premises, being No. 23!, Blackfriars-road, and plot 
of land in-rear—Sold for £1,270. 
Freehold plot of building land fronting Charlotte-street, Blackfriars- 
road—Sold for £1,520. : 

Freehold house, with plot of land in rear, being No, 238, Blackfriars- 
road—Sold for £1,140. 

Freehold house, with plot of land in rear, being No. 237, Blackfriars- 
road —Sold for £1,120. % 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

DEWSNAP—On June 19, at Barnes, Surrey, the wife of M. Dewsnap, 
Esq., Barrister-at. Law, of a daughter. 

EVANS—On June 33, at fHill-street, Haverfordwest, the wife of E. C. 
Evans, Esq., Solicitor, of a son. 

HUMPHREYsS—0On June 16, at Pendleton, near Manchester, the wife 
of A. Humphreys, Esq., Solicitor, of a son. 

INNES—0Oua March 27, at New South Wales, the wife of J. G. S. Inneg, 
Esq.. Judge of the Northern District Court of Queensland, of a son, 

LEWIS—On June 18, at Wimbledon, the wife of C. W. Lewis, Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law, ofa daughter, 

WHEELEK—On June 12, at Brompton, the wife of T. W. Wheeler, 
Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a son. 

MARRIAGES, 

BERTIE—DOUGLAS—On June 12, at Tunbridge, F. W. Bertie, to 
Florentine, daughter of W. H. Douglas, E<q., Barrister-at-Law. 

CORNET—CROFT—On Jone 4, at All Saints’ Church, Ennismore- 
place, the Rev. A. Cornet, M.A., Rector of Addersley, Shropshire, to 
Julia H., daughter of the late Sir A. D. Croft, Bart., one of the 
Masters in the Queen’s Bench. 

HARPER—COUSINS — On June 13, at St. Paul’s, Dorking, T. E. 
arpey, Esq., Solicitor, to Mary Jane, daughter of J. R. Cousins, 
Esq., Dorking. 

LEE-POTTER-On Jine 9, at St. Andrew’s, Holborn, H. W. H. 
Esq., Solicitor, to Ciara, daughter of C. Potter, Esq., Surgeon, Hope 
House, Romford. 

MABSON—XIMENES—On June 13, at Jersey, J. Mabson, Esq., Lin- 
coln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law, to Ida, daugater of H Ximenes, Esq. 

RUSSELL - STEVENSON —On June 19, at Sst George’s, Stonehouse, 
H. E. Russell, Esq., R.M.S.J., to Eliza G., daughter, of Mr. Com- 
missioner Stevenson, Court of Bankruptcy, Liverpool. 

DEATHS. 

BRADLEY—On June 13, at Onslow-square, Esther M., wife of J. Brad- 
ley, Esq . Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 

KENNEDY - On June 19, at the Terrace, Kensington-gardens-square, 
Sn son of George Bulkley, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, aged 

ys. 

TOWKES_On June 16, at Sydenham, Eliza, the wife of H. R. @ 
Towkes, Esq., of 15, Walbrook, Solicitor, aged 27. 

GREEN—On June 14, at Piouden-buildings, Temple, Joseph Green,. 


Esq., B.A. 
ROBERTS—On June 14, at Great Malvern, R. J. Roberts, Esq., Solicitor. 





UNCLAIMED STOCK IN THE BANK OF ENGLAND. 


The amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names will be 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless other Claimants appear 
within Three Months ;— 

Browns, Saran, Highbury-terrace, Spinster. Nine dividends on £40 
per annu'n Long Annnities— Claimed by the said S. Browne. 
Litrorp, Taomas Lonp, Northamptonshire. 15s, 5d, Reduced £3 per 

Cent Annuities—Claimed by H. L. Holland, and F. Holland, the 

executors. 

Montaau, N.N., and Carrain Montage. Two dividends on £3 per 

Cent Annwities— Claimed by R. Lansdown and others, the execntors. 
Smrpson, Martaa, Newington-place. Newington, Spinster. £1,045 3s. 

10d. New £3 per Cont. Annuities Claimed by Henry de Jersey, 

surviving executor of Martha >impson, deceased. 
Srepaens, Rev. Wintram W_, Chaucery-lane, Clerk. One dividend on 

£2.050 New £3 per Cont Annnities—C.aimed by the said Rey. W 

W. Stephens. 








LONDON GAZETIES. 


eMinding-up of Point Stock Compantes. 
Famay, June 15, 866, 
Limirep in CuancurY. 

Marine Mansions and Gene:al Honse Investment Company (Limited). 
— Petition tor winding-uo. presented June 4, directed to be heard 
before Vice-Chancellor Wood on June 23. Howard, Paternoater- 
row, solicitur for the pet:woner, 
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West Surrey Tanning Company (Limited).—Petition for winding-up, 
presented June 12, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor 
Wood on June 23, Nokes & Co, Finch-lane, Cornhill, solicitors for 
the petitioner. . 

Strand Hotel Company (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls has, by 
an order dated June 11, ordered thit the voluntary winding-up of 
this company be continued. G.S.& H. Brandon, Essex-st, Strand, 
solicitors for the petitioner. 

National Financial Company (limited).—Petition for winding-up, 
presented June 9, directed to be heard before the Master of the 
Rolls on June 23. Worthington & Plunkett, Milk-st, Cheapside, 
solicitors for the petitioner. 

Bream Iron Mining Company (Limited) —Petition for winding-up, 
presented June 13, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor 
Wood on June 23. 

Kumaon and Oude Plantation Company (Limited).—Petition for 
winding-up, presented June 12, directed to be heard before the 
Master of the Rolls on June 73. Harcourt, King’s Arms-yd, Cole- 
man-st, solicitor for the petitioner. 

‘English Joint-Stock Bank (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Wood has 
fixed Tuesday, June 26 at 3, at his chambers, for the appointment 
ofan official liquidator. 

‘Alliance Financial Company (Limited).—Creditors are required, on or 
before Jane 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particu- 
lars of their debts or claims, to James Francis Quartly, 37, Queen-st, 
Cheapside. Saturday, July 7 at 11, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating on the debts and claims. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

«Commercial Bank Corporation of India and the East.—Creditors are 
required, on or before Nov 10, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Hopkins 
Holyland, 13, Gresham-st. Monday, Dec 3 at 11, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating on the debts and claims. 

Tuespay, June 19, 1866. 
Limirep in Caancery, 

‘Patented Domestic Inventions Trading Company (Limited).—Credi- 
tors are required, on or before July 7, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward 
Hart, 57, Moorgate-st. July 14 at 11, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Universal Banking Corporation (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Stuart 
has, by an order dated June 15, appointed James Hutton, 
&, Northumberland-st, Strand, provisional liquidator. 

Fresh Provision Preserving Company (Limited).—Petition for wind- 
ing-up, presented June 15, direc to be heard before the Master 
of the Rolls on June 30 Kimber & Ellis, Gresham House, wld 

road-st, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Charlies Laffitte & Company (Limited) —Petition for winding-up, 
presented June 16, directed to be heard by the Master of the Rolls 
on June 3). Combe & Wainwright, Staple-inn, sulicitors for the 
petitioner. 

Weilington Tube Works (Limited).—Petition for winding-up, pre- 
sented June 18, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolls 
on June 30. Eyre & Lawson, John-st, Bedford-row, solicitors for 
the petitioners. 

Continental Bank Corporation (Limited).—Order to wind-up, made 
by the Master of the Rolls on June 11.° Wilkinson & -Co, Nicholas- 
lane, Lombard-st, solicitors for the petitioner. 


Hriendly Socteties Brissolbed. 


Farpay, June 15, 1866, 
Providence Lodge, No. 3399, Independent Order of Odd Fellows, 
Manchester Unity, Fountain-inn, Morley, York. June 7. 
Treditors under Estates tn Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fruivay, June 15, 1866. 
mm 76 ee Ferrensby, York, Farmer. July 2. Barker v Barker, 


. ood, 

Buswell, Wm, Little Bowden, Northampton, Gent. July 13. Bnswell 
» Ball, M. R. 

Cheesman, Thos, Hampton-st, Walworth, Upholsterer. 
Wildman v Callaway, M. R. 

Coulthard, Geo. ?rooke House, Clapton, Vicar. July 7. Coulthard » 
Coulthard, M. R. 

Laurence, Augusta Jane, Queen’s-gate-gardens, South Kensington, 


July 13, 


Single Woman. July 12. Laurence » Currie, M. R. 

Keenan. Helen, Maidenhead, Berks, Spinster. July 2. Coverdale v 
Pickering, V. C. Kindersley. 

Miles, Wm, North Villa, Regent’s-pk, Esq. July 9. Miles v. Miles, 
V. C. Stuart. 

Spurgin, John, Cumberland-st, Marylebone, M.D. July 18. Edwards 
© Spurgin, V.C Stuart. 

Starkey, Jas, Mount Pleasant, Bootle, Lancaster, Merchant. July 4. 
Starkey v Starkey, M. R. 

Weston, Thos Monington Webbe, Sarnesfield Court, Hereford, Esq. 
July 21. Salvin » Weston, V. C. Wood. 

Tcespay, June 1), 1866, 

Soom, Sane, Paes Hackney-rd, Gent. July 16. M. R. 

Jase, Eliza. ngton Priors, Warwick, Widow. July 12. Chester 
v Wyndbam . M. BR. ; - 

Champion, Fras Saml, Bempton, York, Gent. July 4. Champi 

ja ‘Champion, v.C Wood . . — 
rifin, Jas Avery, Edgbaston, Warwick, Scythe Manufacturer. 
July 13. Griffin's Grifia, V,C’Stuare * 

Evans, Rowland, Brixton. July 14. Ellis v. Jones, M.R. 

Herbert, Peter, Bowbridge, Stroud, Gloucester, Gent. July 14. 
Frampton o Chandler, M. R. 

Jones, Frances, Hammersmith. July 12, Hendry v Jones, M. R. 

Park, Isaac Gaitskili, Hensingham, Cumberland, Gent. July 16. 
Park » Leech, M. i.” A Pescartpinces 





Spurge, Jas, Romford, Essex, Butcher. July 21. Snow » Spurge 
V.C. Stuart. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Frtpay, June 15, 1866, 

Bower, Cordelia Parker, Peckham-rye, Widow. July 15. Whidborng 
& Tozer, Teignmouth. 

Bridges, John Wm, Warnford-ct, Throgmorton-st, Wine Merchant, 
Aug 1, Bridges, Warnford-ct. Throgmorton-st. 

Gibbon, Hannah, Fece pectiens Durham, Widow. July 14. 
Thornton. Bishop Auckland. 

Hilton, William, Danbury, Essex, Esq. July 14 Lewis & Bell, 

Rochester. 

Keble, Rev John, Hursley, Southampton, Clerk. July 18. Townsend 
& Co, Princes-st, Westminster. 

Ledger, Solomon, Gainsborough, Linvoln, Builder, Aug 3l. Hayes, 
Gainsborough, 

Macdonald, Rev Douglas, West Alvington, Devon, Vicar. 
Macdonald & Brodrick, Salisbury. 

McArthur, Duncan, Norway-pl, Limehouse, Ship Owner. July 31. 
Stone & Co, Poultry. 

Mees, John, Sherborne, Dorset, Innholder. July 31. 
Sherborne. 

Micholls, Rosetta, Park-crescent, Regent’s-pk, Widow. July 18. 
Sampson & Co, Finsbury-circus. 

Putland, Anna Dorothea, Dublin, Widow. Norris & Sons, 

Wilson & Co» 


Aug 1. 
Melmoth, 


July 13. 
Liverpool. 
Smith. Geo, Plympton, Devon, Lieut.-Col. 


Aug lL. 
Copthall-buildings. 


TueEspay, June 19, 1866. 
Barclay, Thos Brockhurst, Wavertree, Lancaster, Esq. Aug 1. 
Wadeson & Malleson, Austin-friars. 
Dorrits, Wm, Bury, Lancaster, Butcher. July 23. 8S. &S. Woodcock, 
ary. 
Beecroft, Wm, Leeds, Drysalter. July 31. Upton, Leeds. 
Bolland, Wm Thos, sen, Leeds, [ronmaster. Sept 20. Yewdall, 


Leeds. 

Cliff Fras Washington, Nantwich, Chester, Grocer. Aug 20. Broad- 
hurst, Nantwich, 

Gorse, Wm, Bury, Lancaster, Stone Mason. July 28, S. & S 
Woodcock, Bury. 

Hoyle, Ezra, Bradford, York, Beerseller. July 21. 

ora, 

Huey, Fredk, Barnwood, Gloucester, Esq. Aug 8. Robinson & 
Tomlin, Jermyn-st. 

Newcome, Saml, Irsett, Essex, Yeoman. Wadeson & Mal- 
leson, Austin-friars. ‘ 

Spring. Thos, Lord Monteagle, Park-pl, Westminster. 
Young & Jacksun, Essex-st, Strand. . 


Hutchinson, 


Aug 1. 
Aug 25, 


Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861, 
Fruipay, June 15, 1866. 
Barlow, Ashton, Sale Moor, Lancaster, Grocer. May 16. Asst. Reg 
June 13 
Baxter, Joseph, Maryport, Cumberland, Grocer. May 26. Asst. Rey 
June |4. 
Bluck, Saml, Willey Hall, Hereford, Farmer. May 17. Comp. Reg 


June 13. 
Saml, Markham-st, King’s-rd, Chelsea, Commercial 


Bremner, 
‘“vaveller, June 4, Comp. Reg June 14, 


Brusewitz, Leopold, Gt Winchester-st, Merchant. June 13. Inspec+ 
torship. Reg June l4 

Buckley, Wm John, Hanley, Stafford, Beerseller. May 16. Comp. 
Reg June |. 

Budd, Juhn Saml Newson, Stamford-viilas, Fulham-rd, Middx, no 
occupation. June!. Comp, Reg June 14. 

Cartwright. Jairus Joel, Wakefield, York, Corn Miller. May 18. Asst. 
Reg June 12, ‘ 

Chinery, Chas, Bures St Mary, Suffolk, Butcher. May 25. Comp. 
Reg June !3. 

9 _— Llanbeblig, Carnarvon, Builder. May 23. Asst. Reg 

une » 

Elscow, Wm, Sheffield, Spoon and Fork Manufacturer. June 8. Asst. 
Reg June 14, 
Fincken, Fredk, Geo Fincken, Edwd Bonser, & Joseph Drinkwater, 
Bristol. Sugar Refiners. May 18. Inspectorship. Reg June 12. 
Figs, Ales Wm, Southampton, Draper. April 25. Comp. Reg 
une . 

Freemantle, Thos, Fonthill-pl, Clapham-rise, Builder. June 14. Comp. 
Reg June 15, 

Goodwin, Geo Bailey, Manch, Share Dealer. June Il. Asst. 
Reg June (5. 

Green, Chas, Doris-street West, Lambeth, Horse Dealer. June 12. 
Asst. Reg June 1/4. 

Harcombe, Geo Fredk, High-st, Clapham, Tailor. June 15, Comp. 
Reg June 15. 

Harper, Thos Jeffries, Derby, Clerk. June 1. Asst. Reg June 14. 

Hawkins, thas, Manch, Building Material Broker, May 31. Asst. 
Reg June 14 

Heffill, Edwd Thos, Norton Forgate, Middx, Ladies’ Outfitter, May 39. 
Comp, Reg June 12. 

Herbert, Hy, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. May 31. Asst. Reg 

une 14. 

Hiscox, Thos, Carlton-rd, Kentish-town, Agent. June 12, Comp. 
Reg June 15. 

Hook, Adam Clarke, George-st, Westminster, Surveyor. June 9. 
Comp. Reg June (4. e 

Rant, oe Foerent, Folkestone, Kent, Toy Dealer. May 18. Asst. 

eg June 14, 
Johnson, Thos Crashaw, Abingdon-ter, Kensington, Artist. June !1. 
mp. Rey June 15, 

Jones, Ann, Towcester, Northampton, Spinster. May 24, Asst. 

Reg June |4, 
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as th , jun, Markfield, Leicester, Grocer. May 17. Asst. Reg 
une 
Leak, a, Wetherby, York, Bootmaker. May 18. Asst 


Jun 

makin, * Robt, Clifford st, Bond-st, Tailor. June 2, Comp. Reg 
June I4. 

Manning. Geo, Elstow, Bedford, Farmer. May 17. Asst. Reg 
June 15 

Markham. Robt, Le iat St Clement, Norfolk, Farmer. May 22. 
Asst. Keg June } \ 

Mavrogordato, Michael Emanuel, Coleman-st, Insurance Agent. 
June |. Inspectorship. Reg June 14. 

Mellor, A ew Congleton, Chester, Tailor. Reg 
June 

Mortlock, Thos Sam, bapa te er amare, Licensed Victual- 
ler. May 24. Comp. Reg June 1 

Morris, John, & Saml simpson Marlow, Leicester, Wholesale Grocers. 


June 9. somp. se | June 15. 

Notcutt, Geo, Hertford,Grocer. June2. Asst. Reg June 15. 

Paterson, Alfred Sweet, k Robt Sievers Cunningham, Birm, Merchants. 
May 29. Asst. Reg Jnne 15. 

Patterson, Wim Jas, Bristol, Sbhipwright. June 13. Asst. Reg June 15. 

Pearson, ae Chas, Clements-lane, Comm Agent. May 17. 
Comp. Reg June 14 

Rowley, Johr., Grosvenor-ter, ‘Wells-st, +e i Manufacturing 
Chemist. June 13. Asst. Reg June 14. 

Russell, Jas De Blois, West Bromwich, Stafford, Gas Fitter. 
Comp. Keg June 14, 

Rushton, Hy, No-‘hampton-rd, Clerkenwell, Hair Manufacturer. 
May 21. Comp. Reg vune 4. 

Rutter, John, Ryton, Durham, Painter. May 19, Asst. Reg June 13. 

Saunders, Wm, & Geo Saunders, Melton Mowbray, Leicester, 
Carriers. May 23. Comp. Reg June 15. 

oe eee, Kingston-upon-Hull, Carver. June4, Comp. Reg 
une 

es a Rochdale, Lancaster, Agent. May 17. Inspectorship. 
Reg June 

Stubbings, Geo, Worksop, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. May 
22. Asst. Reg June 13. 

Sunley, Wm Hy, 9 Essex, Dealer in Ship Stores. 
Comp. keg Juue 1 

Thorpe, Joseph Alteed, Maidenhead, Berks, Photographer. May 15. 


Comp. Reg June !3. 

Thornhill, John — Willenhall, Stafford, Surgeon. June 7. 
Comp. Reg Junet 

Vince, Chas Hy, & "Thos Shelton Atherstone, 
Brokers. June 7. Asst. Reg June 15. 

Walker, Oliver, Lower Broughton, Manch, Provision Dealer. June 12. 


Asst. Reg June 15. 
Warne, ee Devonport, Devon, Grocer. May 16. Asst. Reg 
May 17. Asst. Reg June 13, 


June !3 
Williams, Joshua, Bristol, Carpenter. 
Wood, Alfred, Huddersfield, ork, Fishmonger. June 6. Comp. 


Reg June 15. 


Reg 


Jane 2. Comp. 


June 3. 


June 6, 


Mark-lane, Wine 


Tuespvay, June 19, 1865. 


4 yohn, Redhill, Surrey, Furniture Dealer. June 5. Comp. 
g June 
ee, Eo me Empingham, Rutland, Blacksmith. May 25. Asst. 
g June 
Birks, Wm, oneal Leather Dealer. May 23. Comp. Reg June 16, 
ae, ae, Lpool, Boot Manufacturer. May 29. Comp. Reg 
une 
Blakey, Geo, & Sam! Blakey, Lpool, Boot Manufacturers. May 23. 
Comp. Reg June !6. 
Cochrane, Sarah. Lpool, Tobacconist. June 14. Comp, Reg June 18. 
Coleman, Joseph Parsons, oo Camp, Aldershot, Hants, Grocer. 
May 24. Asst. Reg June 
Cordner, Kichd, Craw Law House, nr Stanhope, Durham, Contractor. 
May 22. Asst. Reg June 16. 
be 9 Y a Esmond-rd, Victoria-park, Grocer. May 24. Asst. 
une 
— “yh Fras Augustus, Lpool, Coal Factor. Asst. Reg 
une 
=. Jas, jun, Norwich, Boot Manufacturer. June 15. Asst. Reg 
une 
Parmer, oun Clements, Stafford, Brewer. June 19. Comp. Reg 
une | 
Foster, Thos, Buck-hill, Hertfordshire, Cattle Dealer. 
Comp. Reg June 19. 
Grocott, Benj, Birkenhead, Chester, Earthenware Dealer. 
Asst. Reg June /8. 
Harrison, John, & John Wm Sareea, Little Winchester-st, 
Factors. June 15. Comp, Reg June 
Holderness, Thos Hunter, & Thos Chilton. ‘Lpool, Merchants, June 
16. Ins yectorship, Reg June 19. 
Holt, Fredk Charlton, Hancock-rd, Bromley, Builder. June 1). 
Comp. Reg Jvne 19, 
Knight, Wm oe Long eager Stafford, Licensed Victualler. June 6. 
mp. Keg June 
Maker, Chas. “Bristol. Currier. May 23. Asst. Reg June 19. 
Mann ». joe Hargreave, jun, Twickenham. May 2!, Comp. Reg 
May 24. Comp. 


rato My ohe. Saltburn-by-the-Sea, York, Plumber. 
ih) 
Millar, Richd John, Brick-lane, Spitalfields, Oilman, June 7. Comp. 


Reg June 15. 
Ouston, Richd, Kingston-upon-Hull, Comm Agent. May 26. Asst. 
ne 


Reg June 13. 
Sard Welchpool, Montgomery, Builder. May 28. Asst. 
= B Ew Teddington, Middx, Builder, May 22. Comp. Rog 
rot. - Wm Percival, Staple-inn, Holborn, Gent. May 23. Comp. 
soot er Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Draper. 


Reg June 16, 
be ae Jou, Bolton, Lancaster, Comm Agent, 
Reg June | 


June ll. 


June 14. 


Jane 6. Comp. 
May 2!. Comp. 


May 21. 





Smith, bry Wednesbury, Stafford, Coal Merchant. June8. Comp, 


Reg Jun e 19, 
Steele, ‘Alex. & Horatio — — Cullum-st, Jute Merchants. 
June 15. rane es Tho June | 
Taylor, Do & Thos Hare Wilson, Howden, York, Tinners. 
May 22. "oe. Reg June I6. 
Warner, John, City-rd, Optician. June lz. Comp. Reg June 16. 
Whitehead, John Whiffin, Chatham Intra, Kent, Coal Merchant. June 
14, Comp. Reg June 18, 
Bankrupis 
Fatpay, June 15, 1866. 
To Surrenderin London. . 
Belding, Geo Blomfield. Norwich, out of business, 
June 30 at 11. Doyle, Verulam-buildings, Gray’s-inn. 
Bradbeer, Jas, Queen-st, Pimlico, Grocer’s Assistant, Pet June 13. 
June 27 at 2. Croft, Montpellier-row, South Lambeth 
Bush, Robs, Emerson-st, Southwark, Journeyman Lighterman. Pet 
June 12, Jane 27 at.1. Hicks, Moorgate st. 
Carter, Philip Allworth, Woods-mews, Grosvenor-sq. Assistant to a 
Horse Dealer. Pet June !2. Juse27at 1. Haynes, Duke-st, Man- 


chester-sq. 

Chambers, Fras, Fen-ct, Fenchurch-st, Merchant. Pet June 12, 
July 4atil. Kiss & Son, Fen-ct. 

Cordell, Jas, St Anne’s-pl, Commercial-rd East, Furniture Dealer. 
Pet June il. Julyiati2. Hanslip, Gt James-st, Bedford-row. 

Day, John Filmer, Granby-st, Lambeth, Carman. Pet June 13, June 
30 at 12. Fallowes, Carlton-chambers, Regent-st. 


Pet June 1}. 


Defries, Morris, Gt Love-ct, Middlesex-st, baler sen yy Gas Fitter. 


Pet June 12. July4at2. Munday, Essex-st, Stran 

Dell, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June tl (for pau). June 
27 at. 12. Dobie, Guildball-chambers, Basinghall-st. 

Eminton, Thos, Chipstead. Sevenoaks, Kent, Grocer. Pet June 11, 
June 30 at 1:. Norton, Adelaide-pl, London-bridge. 

Everest, Hy Vignoles, Westbourne-grove, Bayswater. Teacher of 
Fencing. Pet June ll. July 4at1. Watson, Carlisle st, Soh». 

Freeman, Fredk Geo Gilbert, & Jas Potter, Brook-rd, Upper 
Holloway, Builders. Pet June 7. June 29 at 2. Preston & Dor- 


man, Basinghali-st 
ead, Geo, Bri ghton, Upholsterer. Pet June li. June 27 at ll. 
Builder. Pet June 11. 


Hi 
Linklater & Co, Walbrook. 

Holmes, Geo, Church-passage, Guildhall, 

June 30 at.12. Glynes & Co, Crescent, America-sq. 

Hounsham, Jas Bishop, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 12 (for 
pau). June 2j atl. Mant, Gt James.st, Bedford-row. 

Hant, Walter, Yarmouth, Norfolk, Catler. Pet June 5, June 30 at 
ll, Linklaters & Co, Old Jewry. 

Ireland, Wm. Richmond, Surrey, Plumber. Pet Janell. June 27 at 
ll. Hall, Coleman- st. 

Jenkins, Richd, Bagshot, Surrey, Builder. PetJune 8. July 4 at 11. 
Paterson & Son, Bouverie-st. 

Lawrence, Edwin, Southampton, Grocer. Pet Janell. June 27 at 
11. Paterson & Son, Bouverie-st. ~ 

Lewis, Thos John, Downham-rd. Islington, Shoemaker. Pet June 
12. June27at 12. Hall, Coleman-st. 

Marioni, Giovani Do ico, Strand, Confectioner. Pet Juce l1, Jane 
27 at 12. Tomlins, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Hunt, Walker, Robt Tilbary Hunt, & Rowland Lush, William-st, Peters 
st, Islington, Cab Proprietors. Pet June 9. July 4atl. Lewis& 
Sons, Wilmington-sq. 

Saltiel, David, Jas Horace Beckenham, & Chas Baker, Queen-st, 
poe ie ny Merchants. Pet Junel. J aly 4 4 atlt. Ashurst & Co, 

ld Jew 

Sargant, Win, Petworth, Sussex, Beer Retailer. Pet June 13. June 
27.at2. Munday, Essex-st, Strand. 

oe Joseph, Manse-villas, West Hackney, Architect. PetJune 

. June 27 atti. Lewis, Hackney-rd 
nee Fredk Thos, Warden- T Kentish Town, Piano Forte 
Maker. Pet June Ll. June 30 at ll. Greatorex, Chancery-lane. 

Taylor, Edwd, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Junell. July 4 atl. 
Levy, Surrey- st, Strand. 

Thorpe, Sedley Tanjore, Brighton, out of business. Pet June 12. June 
$0 at 12. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Triggs, Edwd, Wm Triggs, & Berham Pratt Webb, Southampton, 
aepracens. Pet June 12. June 27 atl. Paterson & Son, Bouverie~ 





Walker, Joseph, & Hy Pearson, High-st, Poplar, Furniture Dealers 
Pet June 8, July 4atl2, Ashurst & €o, Old Jewry. 

Webster, Rowland, Abbey-gardens, St John’s-wood, Gent. Adj May 
23, June 27 at 2. May & Norton, Adelaide-pl. London-bridge. 

White, Geo, Harting. Sussex, Tailor. Pet June 13, June 27 ab 2 
White, Danes-inn, Strand. 

Worswick, Thos Ambrose, Prisoner for Debt, Leicester. Adj June It. 
June 27 at (2. Aldridge. 

To Surrender in the Country. ; 

Agar, Chas, — for Debt, Lancaster. Adj May 16. Lancaster, 
dune 26 at 11. 
Allen, Geo, & Geo Bird, Lpool, Omnibus Proprietors. Pet June 12. 
Lpool, June 27 at 3. Smith, Lpool 

Phe sorry Wm Palmer, Bristol, Hardware Merchant. Pet June 8. 
Bristol, June 27 at 11, Brittan & Sons, Bristol. 

Andrew, Thos, Brians. Basins. Pet May 31. Bristol, June 27 at Il. 


Reed & Phel 
Dh Adj June 12 (for pan). 


oO ay ‘Peiwonee for ‘Debt, Bristol. 

oe une 2 at | 

Beer, Geo Cuming, East Stonehouse, Devon, Licensed Victualler. 
Pet June Il. East Stonehouse, June 27 at il. Robias, Plymouth, 

Bromley, John, All Stretton, Salop, Tailor, Pet June 12. Shrews- 
bury, June 29 at ll. Davies, Shrewebary. 

Bryant, Frank, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. 
‘Bristol. June 29 at 12. 

Bryant, Henderson, Bristol, Grocer. Pet June 11, 


at!2. Hill. 
Burnett, Joseph, Birm, Druggist’s Assistant. Pet June 12. Birm, 


June 29 at 12. Corles, Birm 
Byers, Jas, Salford, Lancaster, Bootmaker, Pet June 13, Salford, 


June 30 at 9.30. Mann, Manch. 


Adj Jane 12 (for pana). 
Bristol, June 29 
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Clarke, Jas, Burton-unon-Trent, Stafford, Grocer...Pet June 13. 
Barton-upon-Trent, July 2at 1. Smith, Derby. 24 
‘Dabb, Jas, Plymoath, Devon. Warehouseman, PetJune 14. Exeter, 

June 28 at 12.30. Whiteford & Bennett, Plymouth. 

Dawe, Thos Wm, Stoke Damarel, Devon, Cowkeeper. Pet June 9. 
Exeter. Jane 28 at 12.30. Edmonds & Sons, Plymouth. 

‘Deacon, Geo, Northampton, Bootblocker. Pet June 13. Northamp- 
ton, June 30 at 10. White, Northampto: 

Dewdney, Richd. Plympton St Mary, Devon, Journeyman Butcher. 
Pet June 11. East Stonehouse, June 27 at 11. Robins, Plymouth. 

Dyer, Danl, Devonport, Devon, Cutler. -Pet June 13. East Stone- 
house, June 27 at it. Beer & Rundle, Devonport. 

Farrell, Jas, Minster, Kent, Saddler. Pet June 9. Sheerness, June 
27 at 1!. Marshall, Lincoln’s inn fields. 

Flynn, Patrick, Wakefield, York, Fishmonger. Pet June 13.. Wake- 
field, June 27 at 11. Simpson, Wakefield, 

Fry, Saml Jas, Bristol, Warehouseman. Pet June 8. Bristol, Jane 
29 at 12. Hill. 

‘Gallon, Jeremiah. Stockton, Durham, Blacksmith. Pet May 4. Stock- 
ton-on-Tees, June 27 a) 11. Clemme't jun, Stockton. 

«Gerrard, Thos Wm, Eaton Bank, nr Driffield, Derby, Builder. Pet June 
13. Burton on-Trent, July 2at!. Wilson, Lichfield. 

Griffith, Wm, Amlweh, Anglesey, Cabinet Maker. Pet June 13, 
Llangefni, July 5at ll. Parry, Treborth, Bangor. 

Hodskinson, Robt, Preston, Lancaster, Joiner. Adj Feb 14. Preston, 
June 20 at 10. Edelston, Preston. 

Hudson, John, Hungate, Lincoln, Licensed Victualler. Pet June 12. 
Line ln. Jane 28 at 11. Rex, Lincoln. 

Hulston, Wm, Birm, Cordwainer. Pet June 11. Birm, July 13 at 
lt. Walford, Birm. 

Jones, Hy, Birm, Milliner. Pet June 12. Birm, June 27 at 12, 
Williams, Birm. 

Lewis, Geo Edwd, Birm, Gan Maker, Pet June 14. Birm, July 2 at 
12. Duke, Birm. 

Meredith, Jas, Wednesbury, Stafford, Provision Dealer. Pet June 11. 
Walsall, June 27 at 12. Parry, Birm, 

Miles, Wm, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Beerseller. Adj June 11. 
Stafford, June 25 at 12. 

Mitchell. Wm, Bolton, Lancaster, Mineral Merchant. Pet June 12. 
Manch, June 28 at iz. Richardson & Brandsyood, Manch. 

Moore, Jas, Wavertree, Lpool, Joiner. Pet June 12, Lpool, Jane 28 
at il. Best, Lpool. 

Morray, Joseph, Whitchurch, Salop, Innkeeper. Pet June 13. Birm, 
Jane 27 at 12. Hodgsou & Son, Birm. 

Mann, Jas, Plumstead, Kent, Gent. Pet June 12. Rochester, June 
26 at 3. Gwitlim. Norton Folgate. 

Parker, Thos, Carlisle, out-of brsiness. Pet June 12. Carlisle, June 
28 atll. Wannop, Cariisle. 

Phillip, Thos, Bracford, York, Labourer. Pet Jane 13, Keighley, 
July 11 at 3. Paget, Skipton. 

Pilking‘on, Danl, Lpool, Shipbroker, Pet June 12. Lpool, July 4 at 
11. Unll & Co, Lpool 

Rose. Wim, Starbeck. York, Innkeeper. Pet June ll. Leeds, June 28 
atti, Hirst & Capes, Knaresborongh. 

Sharp, Benj, Vaxford, Bilockley, Wo-cester, Builder. Pet June 4, 
Birm, Jane 22 at 12. Southall & Nelson, Birm. 

Sprigy, Allen Brown, Manch, Accountant. Pet June 11. Manch, 
June 2 at tl. Boote & Nylance, Manch, i 

Tipping, Wm, Derby, Leather Seller. Pet June 2. Birm, June 26 at 
ii. Gamble & Leech, Derby. 

Vaughan, John, Churlton-upon-Medlock, Lancaster, out of business. 
Pet June 12. Manch, June 27 at 12. Ry nm & Brandwood, 
Manch. 

Wakelin, Geo Thos, Lincotn, Painter. Pet June 13. Lincoln, June 28 
atli. Rex. 

Walker, John, jun, Dalton, nr Thirsk, York, Boot Dealer. Pet June 11. 
Thirsk, Jnty (8 at tl. Calvert, Masham. 

Wardley, Thos, Manch, Fruiterer. Pet June 13. Salford, Jane 30 at 
930. Mann, Manch. 

‘Wiittall, Thos, Kempston, Bedford, Grocer. Pet June 9. Bedford, 
Jane 23 at 1230, Conquest & Stimson, Bedford. 

Villiams, John, Abergele, Denbigh, builder. Pet June 13. Lpool, 
June 24atlt, Evans & Co, Lpool. 

Wordeock, Reginald, Wyke Regis, Dorset, Gasfitter. Pet June 7. 
Weymouth, June 25 at il. Hil, Weymouth. 

‘Woodall, Hy, & Hy Alexander Warmington, Dudley, Worcester, Iron 
Merchants. PetJune iz. Birm,Jnne 29 at12. Smith, Birm. 

Toxspar, Jane (9, 1865. 
To Surrender in London, 

Balls, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 15 (for pau). July 6 
atl. Munday, Basinghall-«t. 

Barker, Isaac, Hart-st. Cripplegate, Dealer in Foreign Fancy Goods, 
Pet June 14. Jaly 4atil. Wheeler, Bedford-row. 

Bray, Thos, Dalwich, Surveyor. tet June 14. July 4at 11. Evans, 
John-st, Bedford-row. ‘ 

Brooke, Geo, Douro-pl, Kensington, Frit Seller. PetJunel5. June 
20 at 2. Godfrey, South sq, Gray's inn. 

Burges, Stapleton Dressing Arthur Campbel, Prisoner for Debt, 
Loudon, Yet Jane 16. July 6 at 1. Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pl, 
Holborn. 

Cooper, Archibald Hinton, Prisoner for Deb’, London. Pet June 15 
(for pan). June 40 at 1. Munday, Basinghall st 

Colegrave, David, Peckham-grove, Camberwell, Commercial Traveller. 
PetJane \4 Jnlyéatil. Toegue, Aidermanbury. 

Corbey, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 16 (for pan). 
July 4atl2 Munday, Basinghall-st. 

Larle, Edwd, Worcester-pl, Upper Thames st, Wine Cooper. Pet 
ay :” Jaly 4 at 12. Dobie, Guildhall-chambers, Basing- 

all st. 

Fiexman, Wm, sen, Prisoner for Debt, Hertford. Adj Junel4. July 
4atil. Aldridge, 

Hardwick, John, Wood-st, Cheapside, Warehouseman. Pet June 13. 
June 320 att. Peek & Co, Baxiughall st. 

Hill, Wm, Lawrence-rd, Bow, Foreman toa Shipping Butcher. Pet 
Jane 5, July6ati2. Hitleary & Co, Fenchurch-buildings. 

Louch, Mary, Southsea, Hants, Milliner. Pet June 6. June 39 at I. 
Lioyd, Wood-st, Cheapside. 











Lucas, Gibson. Millbrook, Southampton, Clerk in Holy Orders. Pet 
June t5. July 4 at 12. Shum & Crossman, King’s-rd, Bedford-row. 

Marks, David, Woburn-sq, Russell-sq, Printseller, Pet Juue. 15, 
July 6 at 12. Murray, Gt St Helen’s. 

Me Culloch, Hamilton Scott, Burton-st, Burton-crescent, School- 
—. Pet June 13, June 30 at 12. Webb & Webb, Austin. 
riars. 

Morgan, Hy. Prisoner fer Debt, London, Pet June 14 (for pau). 
June 30 at 2. Munday, Basinghall-st. 

Neale, Geo, Lorrimore-st, Walworth. Carpenter. Pet Jane 12. July 
4atl. Silvester, Gt Dover-st, Newington. 

Parsons, Chas Jonathan, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 14 (for 
pau). June 30 at 2. Goatley, Bow-st. Covent-garden. 

Rafter, Chas Saml, Garlick-hill, General Merchant. Pet June 16, 
June 30 at 2. Pullen, Cloisters, Temple. 

Robins, John Pittman, Long-lane, Smithfield, Licensed Victualler, 
Pet June 15. July 4atlt. Smith & Co, Bread-st, Cheapside. 

Rushbrooke. Richd, Orchard-ter, Blackheath. Cabinet Maker. Pet 
June 16 July 4at 12. Buchanan, Basinghall-st, 

Shinkins, John, Cleverton-st, Pimlico, Labourer. Pet June 16, July 
6at 12. Hope. Ely-pl. 

Smith, Edmund Thos, Old Kent-rd, Cabinet Maker. Pet June 13. 
July 4at ?.. Peek & Downing, Basinghall-st 

Smithson, Wm, Ealing, Carpenter. Pet June 14. July 6 at il. Olive, 
Portsmouth-st, Lincoln’s inn-fields. 

Stead, Thos Wm, Inverness-pl, Plumstead, out of business. Pet 
June 16. July 4at 12. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inu-fields, 

Thatcher, Geo Laleham, Middlesex, Brewer. Pet June 14. June 30 
atl. Haynes, Serle: st, Lincoln’s-inn-fizids. 

Whiting, Benj, Caledonian-rd, Islington, out of business. Pet June 13. 
July 4.at 2, Lomax, Duke-st, St Jame;’s. 

Willin, Thos Willis, St John’s-sq. Clerkenwell, Watch Case Maker. 
Pet June 15. June 30 atl. Scott, Basinghall-st. 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Acres, Ann, Canterbury, Retailer of Milk. Pet June 9. Canterbury, 
June 30 at 10. Le Lataux, Canterbury. 

Bogiett. Geo ve Prisoner for Debt, Leicester. Pet June 12. Birm, 
uly 3at tL. 

Berry, Rockley, Huddersfield, York, Cloth Manufactnrer, Pet June 9. 
“Leeds, July 5at tl. Floyd & Learoyd, Huddersfield. 

Branch, John Sowle, Prisover for Debt, Lancaster. Pet June 14, 
Lpool. June 29 at 11. Cotton. Lpool. 

Brimmell, Wm Morgan, Gloucester, Sailmaker. Pet June 15. Glouces- 
ter, July 2at 12, Cooke, Gloucester. 

Brooksbank, Jas, Kirk Ella, York, Engine Driver. Pet June 14, 
Kingston-upon-Hull, June 30 at lt, Spurr, Huil. 

Brown, Hy, Sheffield, Tailor. Pet June 14. Leeds, July 7 at 12. 
Broomhead, Sheffield. 

Buchanan, John, Prisoner for Debt, Manch. Pet June 11 (for pau), 
Manch, July 10 at 9.30.. Law, Manch. 

Burbidge, Thos, Owston Lodge, Leicester, Labovrer. Pet June 1 . 
Oakham, June 30 at 3.. Law, Stamford. 

Burdett, Wm, Manch, Paper Merchant. Pet June 16. Manch, July 2 
at 12. Storer, Manch. 

Crawford, Thos, jun, Darlington, Durham, Butcher. Pet June (5. 
Darlington, July 2 at 10. Robinson, Richmond, 

Dickéns, Job Atkinson, Prisoner for Debt, Manch, Pet June 11 (for 
pau). _Manch, July 10 at 9.30,. Law, Manch. 

Faull, Edwd Mitchell Blewett, East Stonehouse. Devon, Engineer. 
Pet June 14. East Stonehouse, July 4 at 1. Robins, Plymouth. 
Featherstone, Wm Gentell, Kingston-apon-Hu'l Licensed Victualler. 

Pet June.16, Kingston-upon-Hall, June 30 at 12. Spurr, Hull, 

Gillson. Thos, Whitwell, Rutland, ont of business. Pet June 13. 
Oakham, July 2 at 3. Law, Stamford. 

Greenwood, John. Pet June it (for pan). Lancaster, July 6 at 12. 
-Gardner, Manch. 

Hall, Jas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Licensed Victualler. Pet June 14. 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Jaly 11 at 12. Joel, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
Head, Geo, Worthing, Sussex, Plumber. fet June 12. Worthing, 

June 27 at 11. Chalk, Brighton. 

Hotchkiss, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Shrewsbury. Adj June 13, 
Birm, June 2at12. James & Griffin, Birm. 

Knight, John, Aylesbury, Buckingham, Coachbuilder. Pet Juno 13. 
os yg July 2at 10, Parrott, Aylesbury. 

Lingard, John, Codnor, Derby, Ironstone Miner, Pet June 1}. 
Alfreton. June 20 at 12, Smith, Derby. 

Mountain, Robt, Westbromwich, Stafford, Grocer. Pet June 13, Old- 
bnry, June 25 at 11, Shakespare & Hartill, Oldbury, 

Ollerenshaw, Isaac, Crich Carr, Derby, Grocer. Pet June ll. Alfre- 
ton,June 27 at 12. Smith, Derby. 

Parish. Cornelius, Burnham, Somerset, Butcher. Pet June 14. Wes- 
ton-super-Mare, Jane 3atil. Brice. Burnham, 

Parkinson, Kichd, Prisoner for Debt, Walton. Adj June 12. Lpool, 
June 29 at 3. Blackburst, Lpool. : 

Phillips, Jas, Winchester, Hants, Omnibus Driver. Pet June 16, 
Winchester, July5at1!, Hollis Winchester. 

Pinckston, Wm Hy, Aston, nr Birm, Gun Stocker. Pet June 15. 
Birm. July 13 at 19, Allen, Birm. 

Read, Fras Hy, Bristol, Accountant, Pet June 14. Bristol, June 
29 at '2. Beckingham. 

Robson, Kobt, South Shields, Darham, Marine Store Dealer. Pet 
June 6. Newcasile-upon-Tyne, July 11 at 11.30. Brignal, 
Durham, 

Sabell, Wm, Birm, Tailor, Pet Jane 15, Birm, June 29 at 12, Duke, 


Birm. 

Sharp, Benj, Blockley, Worcester, Builder, Pet June 14. Birm, June 
29ati2 Southall & Nelson, Birm 

Shepley, Chas, London-rd, L ter, Cabinet Maker. Pet June 15. 

anch, June 29 at 11. Cobbett & Wheeler, Manch, 

Smith, John, Bury St Edmuud’s, Suffolk, Innkeeper, Pet June 15. 
Bury St Fdmund’s, June 30 at !1. Walpgle, Beyton. 

Tetiow. Thos, sen, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster, Pet June 9 (for pau). 
Lancaster, July 6 at 12. Gardner, Manch. 

Thomas, Sam}, Prisoner for Debt, Ruthin, Adj June 12, Ruthin, 
July 2at 11, Davies, Holywell. 

Wabrick, John, Barrow-in-Farness, Lancaster, Oabinet Maker. Pet 
June 15, Manch, June 29 at 12, Relph, Barrow-in-Furness, 
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Waller, Frank, Manch, Tobacconist. Pet June 16. Manch, July 10 
at 9.30. Colley, Manch. 
Watson, Geo, oughton-le-Spring, Durham, Butcher. Adj June 13. 
Durham, July 3 atll, Marshall, Durham. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, June 15, 1866, 
Budd, John Lengo Newson, Stamford-villas, Fulham-rd, no occu- 
pation. May 
Escott, Vm, ye Caledonian-rd, Blacksmith, 
Toespay, June 19, 1866, 
Evans, Geo, Walham-green, Market Gardener. June 14. 
Johnstone, Arthur Hy John, Clutton, Somerset, Captain,» R.N. 


May 28. ~ 
Raine, Hy, Reading, out of business. 


June 9. 








I\RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C, 


SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
Is for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
| oom or other adequate securities. 
Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
FPxuvosaL For LoAN ON’ MoRTGAGEs. 
Date...... 
Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 
Amount required .€ 
Time and mode of repayment (i. e., whether for a term ceriain, ar by 
annual or other payments) 
Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land ur build- 
ings, stute the net annual income. 
State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connexion with the security. 
By order of the Board, 
F. ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 


LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat- 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
sessing such valuable properties renders it in appearance and wear eqaal 
to Sterling Silver, Fiddle Pattern. King’s. 
£8. 4 £'s. d 

110 Oand! 18 0 
1 0 Oand! 10 





t 
a 


owowo? 


Table Forks, per d0z...e.. 
Dessert ditto ....... 
Table Spoons .....cccsece 
Dessert ditto .o..sccceeee 
Tea SpOons ..eesececevees O12 Oand O18 
Every Article for the Table asin Silver, A Sainpo Tea Spoon for- 

warded on receirt of 20 stamps, 

RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON. 
“London Gazette” (published by authority) and London and Country 

Advertisement Office, No, 1'9, Chancery-lane, Fleet-street. 


LACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE 

HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality :— 
fron Fenders, 3s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s 6d., with standards; superior 
Drawing-room ditto, l4s 6d. to 503.: Fire lions, 2s, Gd. to 20s. 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 18s. setofsix. Table Knives and 
Forks, 8s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 7s. 6d. Tea- trays, 
6s. fid. set of three; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s she set, Teapots, 
with plated knob, 5s. 6d.; Coal Scuttles, 2s. 6d. A set of Kitchen Uten- 
sils for cottage, £3. Slack’ 's Cutlery has been celevrated for 50 years, 
Ivory Table Knives, 14s., I6s., and 18s. per dozen, White Bone Knives 
and Forks, 06. 9d. and 12s.; "Black Horn ditto, $s. and 10s. All war 
rante 


As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur- 
shasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing Ironmon- 
gery, &c. May be had gratis or post free. Every article marked in plain 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment has been 
— engaragg for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carriage free 
per rail 


mr wtow 





Paent 


RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 
Cree te Somereet Howe. 


To “SOLICITORS, | &e., requiring ‘DEED BOXE S, 
will find the best- made article lower than any other house, Lists 
of Prices and sizes may be had gratis cr sent post. free. 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, Strand, opposite Somerset House 
Established nearly 40 years. Orders sbove £2 sent carriage free, 


—— ———- 


In the Press. Second edition, 12s. 6d. 


RADY ON FIX!tURES AND DILAPIDA.- 
TIONS, ECCLESIASTICAL AND LAY, 
Yates & ALEXANDER, Church. passage, Chancery-lane, 


AW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIE TY, 
AT THE LAW INSTITUTION, CHANCERY-LANE. 
This Society will meet on Tuesday, the 26:h June inst,, at 7 o'clock 
p.m., for the discussion of a Jurisprudential Question, 
5, _ 5, Bernerseatreet, W. THOMAS WIDDOWS, Secretary, 


PDHILLIPS & COMPANY'S TEAS ARE BEST 

AND CHEAPEST. STRONG to FINE BLACK TEA, Is. 6d., 

2s., 28, Gd., 3s,, 3s. 4d, Most Delicious Black Tea is now only 3s. 6d, per 

und. Pure, Rich, Rare, Choice Coffee, Is, 4d,, 1s. 6d., 1s.8d, PHILLIPS 
CO., Tea Meacuanrs, 8, King William-street, City, London, E.C, 

A price current free. Sugars at market prices. 

PHILLIPS & CO., send all goods Curriave Fre: within eight miles of 

- - 8, King William-street, 40s, worth Carriage to any lway 

, nor Market Town in see. Philips a Co. have no agents, nor 

with any house in Worcester or Swanses, 











‘SHE, “SCOTTISH. LAW REPORTER:”—The 
Publishers of the “ Scorrisa Law Reporter” beg to inform 
Subscribers and the Public that it is intended to commence the Second 
Volume immediately after the meeting of the Court for the Summer 
Session this mouth. In ordinary circumstances the Second Volume 
would not have been commenced until November; but the Publishers 
have resolved, ia consequence of the highly gratifying support which the 
Publication has met with throm¢hout the country, and the suggestions 
of. various Friends who have kindly taken an interest in it, to attempt a 
reconstruction of its form, with the view of affording to it a still wider 
professional scope, and making it more generally useful and instructive. 
The leading feature of the *‘ Reporter ’’ will continue to be the Reports 
of Cases decided in the Supreme Courts of this country, and of Scotch 
Cases in the House of Lords. 

It will b2 printed in a raore readable and convenient form. and on a 
better quality of paper than at present. Its publication will take place 
on Wednesday morning, as heretofore, the Cases being brought down to 
the Saturday preceding. 

While the * Scottish Law Reporter” will thus be the means of supply- 
ing to the Profession and the Public Reports of Cases decided in the 
Courts. which shall be accurate and fall, though not prolix, and shall be 
published within a few days after the decisions are pronounced, the Pub- 
lishers entertain the hope that they will be able also, by means of the 
“ Reporter,” to supply a deficiency which has been experienced in 
another direction With this view, it is proposed to devote some portion 
of each Number of the “ Reporter” to the Legal Intelligence of the day. 
which shail be chronicled and commented upon in a useful and practical 
form, 

The price of the ** Reporter” will, in future, be Sixpence a Number. 

In conclusion, the Publishers desire to draw the attention of their 
Friends to the facilities which the ** Reporter” in its improved form will 
present as an Advertising Medium. Its circulation being almost exclu- 
sively of a professional character, announcements of all kinds intended to 
be seen by Members of the Legal Profession will receive a circulation and 
publicity a: wide at least as is afforded by any other means. 

Office: 188, High-street, Edinburgh. W. & R. A. Vertes, Publishers. 





Just published, Second Edition, price 3s., 


VHE LAW OF TRADE MAGES with some 

account of its History and De the Decisions of the 

Courts of Law and Equity. By EDW. ARD LLOYD, Esq., of Lincoln’s- 
inn, Barrister-at-Law, London. 

‘*IT am indebted to the very valuable little publication of Mr. Lloyd, 
who has collected ali the authorities on this subject."—V. C. Woop, in 
McAndrew v. Bassett, March 4. 

London: : 59% Carey-strect, Lincoln's-inn, W.C. 


In one volume, ¢1 crown 8vo, price 3s. 


TREATISE ON THE ENGLISH LAW OF 
DOMICIL. Dedicated, by permission, to Vice-Chancellor Sir 
Richard Torin Kindersley. By OLIVER STEPHEN . ROUND, Esq., of 
Lincoln’s-inn, Barristé¢r-at- Law. 
London: 59. Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


"INKHE COMPANIES ACT, 1862. —Every requisite 
under the above Act supplied on the shortest notice. The 
BOOKS AND FORMS kept in stock for imnediate nse. ARTICLES 
OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed in the vrover form for registra- . 
tion avd distribution. SHARE CERTIFICATES engraved and printed. 
OFBICIAL SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches. 
ASH & FLINT, 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, &c., 49, Fleet-street, London, E.C. 
(corner of Serjeants’ -inn). 














BY ROYAL COMMAND. 
METALLIC PEN MAKE® TO THE QUEEN. - 

OSEPH GILLOTT respectfully directs the atten- 

tion of the Commercial Public, and of all who use Steel Pens, to 
the incomparable excellence of his productions, which for Quality of 
Material, Easy Action, and Great Durability, will ensure universal pre- 
ference. 

They can be obtained, retail, of every dealer in the world; wholesale, 

at the Works, Graham. street, Birmingham ; 91, John-street, New York ; 
and at 37, Gracechurch-street, London, 


LAW PRINTING. 
Yes tas AND ALEXANDER, 
Law anv Postre Companies Painters, 

7, 8, 9, Church Passage, Chancery Lane, E.C., 
Invite the attention of the Legal Profession to the superior advantages 
their Office atfords for the execution of every description of Princdng. 
They invite orders for— 

PARLIAMENTARY BILLS, APPEALS, BILLS OF COMPLAINT, ANSWERS 
And all Legal Documents, 
MEMORANDUMS AND ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION. 
PROSPECTUSES, and all work in connection with Public Companies, 
Particuars and Conditions of Sale, Aucti: 8’ Catalogues, Posters, ac, 


OF COMPLAINT AND ANSWERS, 
FOR Casa, 
PER 4s, 6d. PAGE, 
A Lower Charge than has hitherto been offered by the Trade, 
Price baer To Aeon 
10 . 20 Copia, 30 Copica, 
£2 tes. £2 3s, Gd, £2 4s. td. 
YATES & ALEXANDER, 
Law, PARLIAMENTARY, AND GENERAL PRINTERS, 
7,8, 9, Church Passage, Chancery Lane, E.C, 








BILLS 


» Copics. 
8 PATES....0000 £2 63. 6d 
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HE ‘GUARDIAN ‘FIRE AND LIFE ASSUR- | 


ANCE COMPANY. 
EsTABLISHED 1821. 

No. 11, LOMBARD STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Reduction of Fire Insurance Duty. 
Susscripep CaPiTtaL Two MILLIons. 
Total Invested Funds upwards of £2,750,000. 
Total Income upwards of £320,000. 

Notice is hereby given that FIRE POLICIES, which expire at Mid- 
summer, must be renewed within Fifteen Days at this Office, or with the 
Company’s Agents, throughout the Kingdom, otherwise they become void, 
All Insurances now have the benefit of the Reduced Dut, of Is 6d. per 
Cent. For Prospectus and other eae apply to the Company’s 
Agents, or to TALLEMACH, Secretary. 


pecans LIFE INS GEiWou OFFICE, 
(ESTABLISHED IN 1797.) 
No, 70, Lombard-street, E.C., aud 57, Charing-cross, S.W. 





DIRECTORS. 
Octavius E, Coope, Esq. Kirkman D. Hodgson, Esq., M.P. 
William Cotton, Esq., D.C.L.,F.R.S. | Henry Lancelot Holl.nd, Esq. 


Sir John Lubbock, Bart., F-R.S, 


John Coope Davis, Esq. 
Benjamin Shaw, Esq. 


Thomas Henry Farquhar, Esq. 
Jas, A. Gordon, Esq., M.D., F.R.S. | Matthew Whiting, Esq 
Edward Hawkins, jun., Esq. Marmaduke Wyvill,jun., Esq. 
ROBERT TUCKER, Secretary and Actuary. 
Notice.—The next Distribution of Profit will be made at the end of 
1868. All Policies now effected on the “ return system ” will participate, 
The last Bonus varied from 28 to 60 per cent. on the premiums paid. 
Loansin connection with Life Assurance upon approved security, in 
sums of not less than £500. 
For prospectuses and forms of proposal apply to the Secretary, or to 
any of the Company’s Agents, 


| Fad UNION FIRE and LIFE INSURANCE 
COMPANY. 

Chief Offices—126, Cnancery Lane. W.C, 

Capel MILLION STERLING, fully subscribed by upwards of 

500 of the leading Members of the Legal Profession. 
The Fire and Life Departments are under one management, but with 
separate Funds and Accounts. 
Chairman—Sir WILLIAM FOSTER, Bart. 
Deputy-Chairman—Mr. Serjeant MANNING, Q.A.S. 
The only Law Office in the United Kingdom combining Fire and Life 
Insurance. 


FIRE DEPARTMENT. 

Subscribed Capital £756,000, in addition to the Reserve Fund. 

Insurants will be allowed the full benefit of the Reduction of Duty. 

Claims settled promptly and liberally. 

LIFE DEPARTMENT. 

Subscribed Capital £250,900, in addition to the Reserve Fund. 

A Bonus every five years. Next Bonus in 1869, At the Division of 
Profits in 1864, the Keversionary Bonus amounted to from 15 to 50 per 
hte per annum on the Premiums paid, varying with the ages of the 

nrured. 

Prospectuses, Forms of Proposal, Reports of the Company’s Progress, 
ard every other information, will be forwarded, postage tree, on applica- 
tion to any of the Local Directors or Agents of the Company, or to 

FRANK McGEDY, Secretary. 


EBENTURES at 5, 53, and 6 per Cent. 
CEYLON COMPANY LIMITED. 
SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL £750,000. 
DIRECTORS. 
Chairman -LAWFORD ACLAND, Esq. 
Major-General Henry Pelham Duncan James Kay, Esq. 


Burn. Stephen P. Kennard, Esq. 
Harry George Gordon, Esq. Patrick F. Robertson, Esq., M.P. 
George Ireland, Esq. Robert smith, Esq. 

MANAGER. 
C. J. BRAINE, Esq. 

The Directors are prepared to ISSUE DEBENTURES on the following 
terms, viz., for | year at 5 per Cent., for 3 years at 53 per Cent., and fur 
5 years and upwards at 6 per Cent. per annum. 

Appllositons for particulars to be made at the Office of the Company, 
No.7, East India-avenue, Leadenhall-street, London, E.C. 

By Order, R, A. CAMERON, Secretary. 


NV ERSEY DOCK ESTATE.—LOANS OF 
L¥E MONEY. The Mersey Docks and Harbour Board hereby give 
NOTICE that they are willing to receive LOANS OF MONEY on the 
security of their Bonds, at the rate of Four Pounds Fifteen Shillings per 
centum per annum interest, for periods of Three, Five, or Seven Years, 
Intere warrants for the whole term, payable halt-yearly at the Bankers 
of the Board in Liverpool, or in London, will be issued with each bond, 
Communications to be addressed to George J. Jefferson, Esq., Treasurer. 


Dock-office, Liverpool. 
JOHN HARRISON, Secretary. 














By order of the Board, 
Dock-offies, Liverpool, April 17, 1866, 


j OANS on DEBENTURES.—The Directors of 
the LONDON, CHATHAM, and DOVER RAILWAY COMPANY 
are prepared to receive LOANS on DEBENTURES of £100 and 
upwards, for Two or Three Years, at Six per Cent. annum. 
Coupons for Interest are issued with the Debentures, and are 
peya ree on the ist January and the Ist July. 


order W. E. JOHNSOY, Sec 
Victoria pa A Pimlico, S.W. slid 





[.)OUR- AND-A-HALF PER CENT. on FIRST- 
CLASS LANDED SECURITY IN ENGLAND, UNDER ACT OF 
PARLIAMENT. 
To Trustees, Insurance Offices, Charitable Institutions, Solicitors 
Brokers, and the general Public. 
Mortgage Debentures, registered at the Government Office of Land 
Registry, 34, Lincoln’s- -inn-fields, London, W.C., under the powers of the 


' Mortgage Debenture Act, 1865, bearing 44 per "cent. interest, are issued 








for the sum of £50 and upwards, for terms of from one to ten years and 
transferable by indorsement. 

The Mortgage Debentures are secured : 

Ist. By the deposit with the Registrar in terms of the Act, of an equal 
aggregate at least of Mortgages and rent charges upon real property, and 
of securities upon rates and assessments upon the owners and occupiers 
of real property, within the powers of the Act of Parliament, 

2nd_ By the guarantee of the uncalled capital of £900,009, of the Land 
Securities Company, Limited (‘The Lord Naas, M.P., President) of which 
£500,000 by the Act is absolutely appropriated as addition! security to 
the holders of the Mortgage Debentures. 

In every case a Statutory Declaration under the Act must be made 
and filed at the Office of Land Registry by a Surveyor or Valuer ap- 
a by the Government Inclosure Commissioners for England and 

ales, that the advance made. including all previous incumbrances, if 
any, does not exceed two-thirds of the Estate charged. 

Registers of the Mortgages and other Securities, and of the Mortgage 
Debentures, are kept in the Office of Land Registry. 

The Registered Mortgage Debentures. of which no over issue is pos- 
sible, are endorsed by the Registrar as conclusive evidence that the 
requirements of the Act of Parliament have been complied with. 

Trustees having a general power to invest Trust Monies in or upon the 
security of Shares, Stock Mortgages, Bonds or Deb2ntures of Companies, 
incorporated by or acting under the authority of an Act of Parliament, 
are authorised by the 40th section of the Act to invest in the Registered 
Mortgage Debentures. 

Ap)ly to GRANVILL RICHARD RYDER, Esq., Managing Director, 
Land Securities Company (Limited), .Parliament-street, London, S.W. 

ETROPOLITAN DISTRICT RAILWAY COM- COM- 
PANY--NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, that the Transfer 
Books will be closed from the 25th to the 30th day of June, preparatory 
to the payment of the Half-year’s Interest due by the Contractors on the 
Ist of July next. 
PROVISIONAL SCRIP CERTIFICATES 
FULLY PAID UP £100 BEARING 6 PER CENT. PER ANNUM, 


AND 
ORDINARY £10 PAID BEAKING 5 PER CENT. PER ANNUM, 
must be forwarded to the Registrar at the offices of the Company, in 
order that the Dividend Warrants may be duly prepared 
GEORGE HOPWOOD, Registrar. 
6, Westminster-chambers, Victoria-street, S. W. 


IDLAND RAILWAY.—TOURIST TICKETS 
at Cheap Fares, available for One Calendar Month, are Issugp 
at the Midland Booking Office, King’s Cross, and other principal Stations; 
also in London, at Cook’s Excursion and Tourist Office, 98, Fleet-street, 
corner of Bride-lane - to 
SCOTLAND Edinburgh, Glasgow, Stirling, Perth, Dundee, Montrose, 
Aberdeen, Inverness, &c. 
IRELAND Belfast, Portrush, for Giant's Causeway. 
LAKE DISTRICT — Windermere, Furness Abbey, Ulverstone, Grange, 
Coniston, Penrith, Keswick, Morecambe, &c. 

SEA-SIDE and BATHING- PLACES — ~Scarborough, Whitby, Filey, 
Bridlington, Redcar, Saltburn, 5% Tynemouth, Withernsea, Hornsea, 
Harrogate, Matlock, Buxton, &c., 

Programme and Full Pastlaiars's any be obtained at all the Company’s 
Stations and Receiving Offices. 
Inquire at King’s Cross for Tickets via Midland Railway. 
JAMES ALLPORT, General Manager. 
Derby, 1866. 


NEW NATIONAL pee OF : eeiees 
Just BORAT 
UNICIPAL COR ORATION S DIRECTORY; 

or, Official Guide to the Counties and Municipal Boroughs of 
England aud Wales ; comprising, among @ mass of other useful infor- 
mation, the Names and Addresses of County, Civic, and Borough 
Authorities and Officers of Local Insitutions, including the Companies 
of the City of London; authentic Lists of Local Bankers, Chambers of 
Commerce, Newspapers, Markets, and Fairs ; systematised Details of 
Sanatory and other Works; extensive and conveniently arranged 
Statistics, brought down to the most recent period, with particulars 
relating to 600 towns, anda | amount of descriptive and historical 
matter; together with Original Articles, on Municipal Laws (with 
Digest of Cases), Public Health, and Chambers of Commerce, 

The work Is unique in its character, and adapted to be of perma- 
nent value as a k of reference, being the most complete com- 
pendium of local information yet published. Price 21s, 

London : Longmans, Green, & Co. 1866. 


“London Gazette” (published by authority) and London and Country 
Advertisement Office, No. 119, Chancery-lane, Flect Street. 

Hs RY GREEN (many years with the late George 

Berne). Advertisement Agent, begs to direct the attention of 
the Legal Profession to ‘he advantages of his long experience of upwards 
of twenty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and 
hereby solicits their continued support.—N B, One copy of advertisement 
only required, and the strictest care and promptitude assured. 


O SOLICITORS.—OFFICE FOR PATENTS, 
1, SERLE-STREET, LINCOLN’S-INN, W.C. 
Messrs. Davigs & Hunt procure British and Foreign Patents, &e., at 
most moderate charges, and to solicit \rs at agency rates. 
Solicitors and in Patentees should obtain their “ Handbook. 
for Inventors,’’ gratis on application or by letter. 

















reise S&S 


cS 





